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ABSTRACT 
Partnership has enjoyed fresh attention since the 1990s and consequently is a growing 
yet increasingly fragmented area of research. With the incoming Labour Government in 
1997, policy has aimed to replace conflict with co-operation in employee relations. 
Partnership is an approach to managing the employment relationship based on the 
search for common ground between management, employees and their representatives 
and involves the development of long-term relationships built on high levels of trust and 
respect. Approaches to, and models of, partnership are still at a formative stage with no 
consensus on how partnership develops effectively. Despite the recognition that to 
understand partnership fully the study of the processes involved is necessary, little is 
known about these processes involved. Furthermore, the current body of literature on 
partnership in a UK context is limited in terms of its theoretical basis. 
The research set out to identify through which theoretical mechanisms partnership works. 
Informed by social exchange theory, the study examines the viability of partnership within 
the NHS and attempts to understand the conditions for its successful development. Two 
stages of empirical research using a mainly qualitative design were conducted. The first 
stage of fieldwork involved a preliminary investigation of the introduction of partnership in 
the National Health Service. The aim of this stage was to trace the introduction of 
partnership and to understand its antecedents and what had set out to achieve using data 
from eleven in depth interviews with key players at national, regional and local levels 
throughout the service. Stage two followed a case study approach and investigated the 
development of partnership in four NHS Acute Trusts. This stage involved a range of 
techniques (i.e. semi-structured interviews, focus groups, and documentation) examining 
the views of fifty five respondents from management and trade union representatives 
across the four Trusts and used data from 543 questionnaires to investigate employee's 
experiences of partnership. 
The study contributes to the partnership literature on the developmental processes of 
partnerships by utilising social exchange theory to better understand the viability of 
partnership. In particular, examining partnership from a social exchange perspective 
enabled a deeper understanding of the decision processes involved when deciding 
whether to co-operate. The study demonstrates that the theory (and its related concepts) 
can be helpful in examining the viability of partnership in understanding the mechanisms 
that lead to its successful development and the maintenance of the relationship over time. 
In assessing the viability of partnership, the thesis identifies the conditions under which 
partnership produces its effects and demonstrates how these differed in terms of changes 
in both the climate and the behaviour and attitudes of participants. In sum, the idea of 
social exchange would seem to provide an underpinning rationale for partnership. 
Some support for a new and expanding role for the trade union involving jOint work in 
developing policies was found. Trade unions appear to have a legitimate role in the 
relationship which is on the whole accepted by key management and trade union players. 
However, the union role has a low profile amongst managers and employees and trade 
unions lacked the organisation needed for partnership to be effective. Moreover, if trade 
unions are going to reap the potential rewards of partnership there should be a continuing 
effort to address the problems of capacity and capability (by increasing the numbers and 
capability of union representatives) in order to raise the profile and acceptance of the 
union among management and employees. In addition, there is a requirement for 
adequate training and support to ensure that these representatives have the attitude, 
skills and confidence to become effective representatives of the workforce. 
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CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION 

1) INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of the research is to examine in detail the process of developing 
partnership, and, in so doing, to question the extent to which partnership does in fact offer 
a viable approach to managing employee relations. Drawing on social exchange theory 
(and related concepts), the thesis examines the viability of partnership as an approach to 
employee relations and attempts to understand partnership and to identify the 
mechanisms by which partnership is effective and hindered (i.e. critical success factors 
and barriers that can disrupt relationships). The application of social exchange theory has 
been used as a dominant framework for understanding the employment relationship 
(Shore and Coyle-Shapiro, 2003) and affords the opportunity to gain new theoretical 
insights into the process of developing partnership. 
One way of examining the viability of partnership is by an examination of outcomes. Kelly 
(2001; 2005) argues that it is still unclear whether partnership can deliver and that our 
knowledge of outcomes remains incomplete. While it is important to consider 
performance outcomes when assessing whether partnership has managed to live up to 
its rhetoric, the UK literature on partnership has recognised the importance of process 
and the need to move beyond simply a focus on outcomes to consider process issues 
(Guest and Peccei, 1998; Heaton et ai, 2001; Martinez-Lucio and Stuart, 2002; 2005; 
Mcbride and Stirling, 2002; Richardson et ai, 2005). Therefore, the study considers both 
the partnership process and its outcomes. 
The research will pay particular attention to how partnership is developing in the National 
Health Service (NHS) and will outline the key stages in this process. In addition, it will 
examine the challenges to the parties involved, the role of these parties in maintaining the 
relationship (and ensuring that it is a success) and the capability of these actors to deliver 
under partnership. The extent to which social exchange theory helps to explain the 
development of partnership and the mechanisms by which it produces its effects is 
utilised. The social exchange literature identifies the factors that propel and disrupt the 
development of relationships (e.g. between management and trade unions) and hence 
will be used to help explain what leads to a successful partnership relationship. The NHS 
forms the study context and is an ideal case in which to consider the details of 
partnership arrangements - as well as the barriers and conditions under which 
partnership is deemed to work - due to its adoption of partnership in recent years. During 
the period of the present research, the NHS context provided (as will be argued) ideal 
conditions for the establishment of partnership arrangements. 
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An additional area of investigation is to consider to what extent partnership will provide 
trade unions with the opportunity to build a strong position in a future employment 
relationship. There has always been a strong union presence in the NHS (Bach, 1998) 
but in recent years, as in other sectors, unions have experienced difficulties in retaining 
existing and recruiting new members (Gennard and Judge, 1999). This coupled with 
various organisational changes experienced in the NHS (such as decentralisation and the 
move to Trust status) have led to debate on the unions' effectiveness in adapting to these 
changes (e.g. Crail, 1998; Carter and Poynter, 1999; Danford et ai, 2002), thus leading to 
different scenarios of the future of trade unionism in the NHS and beyond (Kessler and 
Purcell, 1996; Ackers et ai, 2005). The research will consider to what extent partnership 
is a viable strategy to maintain the strong presence that unions in the NHS have enjoyed. 
The following chapter details the rationale and the background underpinning the study. 
This includes examining the context within which the research will take place and the 
theoretical and literature bases for the study. 
1.1) BROAD FIELD OF ENQUIRY 
The thesis is generally informed by a traditional Industrial Relations (IR) approach. For 
example, traditional Pluralism indicates there is a role for trade unions in regulating the 
employment relationship and managing conflict. Sisson (2006:2) argues that "industrial 
relations sees the management of the employment relationship taking place within a 
context that is set not just by the organisation, but also the wider society in which it is 
located". This embeddedness helps explain the institutional diversity and differences in 
management approach and economic performance between different to organisations. 
As Sisson (2006: 14) observes: "Organisations are not islands unto themselves and 
workplace developments cannot be understood in isolation of developments in wider 
SOCiety". Continued controversy about the future direction of Human Resource 
Management (HRM) and IR has necessarily fuelled discussions on competing 
frameworks and an altered context has highlighted the need for new theoretical 
constructs and models to be developed. Partnership is one such model but the literature 
so far has been relatively under-theorised. 
Although there is no universally accepted definition of HRM (Hollinshead et ai, 1999:8), a 
major aim can be identified as the generation of a strong commitment to the 
organisations goals, is unitarist in its conception and can be associated with the 
introduction of high commitment practices. Organisations practicing HRM have 
attempted to develop a direct relationship with employees, but the development of 
effective employee voice mechanisms remains problematic. While Guest and Dewe 
(1991) argue that the adoption of a strategic approach to HRM can question the need for 
2 

trade unions or they are seen as irrelevant in a HRM context (Guest and Hoque, 
1996:12), a role for unions can not be ruled out as Guest (1998) points out, following the 
relative failure of organisations to develop whole-hearted commitment from their work 
forces. It could be argued that this indicates the opportunity for unions to establish their 
validity in management's and member's eyes and may explain why alternatives such as 
partnership have been endorsed as unions attempt to renew themselves. Partnership has 
enjoyed increased attention (Claydon, 1998; Gennard and Judge, 1999; Brown, 2000) 
and can be seen as a broad-brush approach to industrial relations (IR) based on a 
positive employment relationship rooted in the search for compromise. Changes in both 
the theoretical and organisational context has led to an increased interest and has acted 
as drivers towards partnership. However despite this the UK partnership literature 
remains 'under theorised' (Kelly, 2004). 
The future of employee relations remains of importance to employers and there appears 
to be some doubt about the direction that theory and practice will take (Sisson, 1999). 
Drawn from the rhetoric of the European model (if not an exact template), partnership 
between unions and employers is relevant and is seen by some as the way forward for 
Britain (Monks, 1993). Accordingly, the traditional Industrial Relations climate associated 
with confrontational trade unionism, that has plagued Britain, is no longer appropriate. 
Partnership has been presented in the literature as involving an ideological shift from an 
adversarial framework of employment relationships to ones based on a more co­
operative style (Overall, 1997). It is to this new context that we now turn. 
1.2) CONTEXT - THE EMPLOYEE RELATIONS CLIMATE IN THE UK. 
By examining partnership from a social exchange perspective it is possible to examine 
the process of developing partnership that takes on board the context around which the 
relationship develops and takes into account factors that might influence this process 
such as the intensions and motives of both sides. It also allows us to explain the 
interconnections and social networks of relationships between individuals that make up 
the partnership exchange relationships. Further, the partnership literature has an 
awareness of the importance of context. Indeed, Kelly (2004) notes that there had been 
insufficient attention given to the impact that contextual conditions have had on the 
success of partnership. It is also recognised as a limitation in the social exchange 
literature that as well as developing process approaches there is the need for this to be 
nested within a broader social context (Coyle-Shapiro and Conway, 2005). 
1.2.1) 1997 Onwards - The Dawning of a New Era for Industrial Relations. 
The trade union movement has a long and chequered history, experiencing a mixture of 
fortunes and therefore has needed to adapt to keep up with changes in the employee 
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relations environment. Structural change in the labour market and Conservative 
employment policies re-focusing towards a more individualist perspective, where there 
was less need for trade unions, contributed to a fundamental decline in union 
membership in the 1980s and 1990. In 1997 all this was set to change with the arrival of 
a new government. The current Labour government, while not revoking on the legislation 
introduced by the Conservatives, has sought to change emphasis towards a more 
positive position for trade unions in industry and the SOCiety at large. In its 'Fairness at 
Work' white paper (1999) the government encouraged a partnership approach to 
managing employee relations that involves replacing conflict with co-operation. In 
addition, the Employment Relations Act 1999 entitles unions for the first time in British IR 
history, the statutory right to recognition. The government has been backed up this 
support by the provision of a 'Partnership Fund' established by the Department of Trade 
and Industry (DTI) created in 1999 to promote the development of employee relations. 
Following a review of the scheme in 2004 the fund was closed in its current form, despite 
the continuation of StrategiC Partnership projects (DTI, 2005). 
Protagonists of partnership in the union movement (such as, Monks, 1993 and Unions21) 
have argued that it could mean giving power and influence back to the union, thus 
providing opportunities for union renewal. For this to be realised, there needs to be a re­
balanCing of the scales, to equalise the employment relationship, once again. Hence, in 
recent years the concept of a more balanced employment relationship has attracted 
support from unions and the government in the UK; see for example the Trade Union 
Congress's (TUC) report on partnership and the government's Employment Relations Act 
(1999). 
1.3) PARTNERSHIP RESEARCH: WHAT DO WE KNOW? 
Recent research into partnership in the UK remains in its relative infancy and therefore 
suffers from insufficient empirical investigation in some areas and a lack of theoretical 
underpinning. There are some high profile examples, e.g. Tesco (Haynes and Allen, 
1999; IRS, 1999) and Blue Circle Cement (IDS, 1998), but it is relatively unclear how 
widespread the phenomenon of partnership is, as well as its viability and sustainability, 
with relatively few extant examples of successful partnership that can be examined and 
learnt from. Indeed, it is too early to be able to advise whether partnership will be able to 
deliver benefits over the long-term. 
A growing number of academic papers contribute to the theory and attempt to unravel the 
complex conceptual threads that comprise partnership (e.g. Ackers and Payne (1998) 
and Guest and Peccei, 2001). However, as Kelly (2004) argues the UK partnership 
literature suffers from a lack of an agreed body of theory that specifies the mechanisms 
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by which partnership is supposed to work. He further suggests that even the more 
rigorous British studies make no reference to the theoretical propositions of the US 
cooperation literature. He proposes three different theses that could be used to examine 
partnership, the information sharing hypothesis (employee voice / direct J indirect 
involvement); the trust hypothesis (acting cooperatively out of choice); power-resource 
hypothesis (power dependence). 
The closest examples of research to the current study context examining the 
implementation of partnership have been mainly case study research conducted in the 
private sector (See Marks et ai, 1999, Taylor & Ramsay, 1998; Wray, 2005) and a 
handful of studies in the NHS that examine the way Trusts are approaching partnership 
(e.g. Heaton et ai, 2001; Munro, 2002; Tailby et ai, 2004). Furthermore, the DTI 
commissioned research that uses a case study approach looking specifically at 
companies that claim to display good practice in partnership working (Knell, 1999). There 
are a growing number studies that look at companies where partnership does not seem 
to be working well; if compared to the rhetorical picture painted of partnership (e.g. Taylor 
and Ramsay, 1998; Marks et ai, 1999; and the Martinez Lucio and Stuart, 2005 collection 
of studies). Although there is much to learn from studying examples of best practice, it 
could be said that the examination of the reasons for the failure of partnership has just as 
much to teach us. There has been some research examining successful partnerships 
(e.g. Knell, 1999), therefore the thesis, whilst considering examples of best practice, will 
be alive to the possibility that some partnerships are failing to live up to the rhetoric. 
Furthermore, rather than concentrating only on NHS Trusts that are failing in their 
attempts at partnership, comparisons will be drawn between Trusts where partnership is 
'going slowly' and those that have 'a long way to go'. 
While there is a growing recognition that the process of developing partnerships is an 
important consideration (McBride and Stirling, 2002; Heaton et ai, 2001) there remain 
only a few studies which deal with this in detail. Furthermore, as Kelly (2005) argues 
many studies tend to be confined to the empirical evaluation of policy in order to test the 
claims being made about partnership. The current study aims to take the literature 
forward to consider the process of developing partnership to provide the "detailed maps" 
of the process that Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2004) highlight is a necessary focus of 
future research. Indeed, there is trend in the social exchange literature of the need to 
identify and isolate the factors that propel and those that disrupt the relationship (Coyle­
Shapiro and Conway, 2005). 
Marks et al (1998) utilise semi-structured interviews with key management and union 
players within two companies in the spirits industry, while contrary to this, the current 
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research will draw on a wider range of methods and conduct more in-depth case studies. 
Furthermore, the Marks et al study examines situations where formal partnership 
agreements have been signed, but ignores the more informal aspects of the partnership 
phenomenon. This research will examine the significance of both formal and informal 
aspects in explaining the full range of approaches that lead to success in partnership 
(Dietz, 2004). The thesis will identify the theoretical mechanisms that could help explain 
how partnership has a positive impact, in an attempt to develop and test what 
mechanisms (formal and informal) need to be in place for partnership to work. 
Finally, the Taylor & Ramsay (1998) study involved observation and documentation of a 
series of extended national meetings of full time officers and shop stewards, but the 
current study will not just rely on observation, but will be involving a more wide ranging 
methodological approach (Munro, 2002). As Kelly (2005) argues too many studies have 
concentrated their data collection on a few of the key players involved in the partnership 
and on single case studies only (Kelly, 2004). The aim will be to delve deeper into some 
of the observations made in the above mentioned study and the points raised by Marks et 
al (1998) and other studies, in order to ascertain if there are any parallels that can be 
drawn in an NHS context. 
1.3.1) Partnership Defined. 
Several authors have attempted to provide a definition of partnership but there is still no 
consensus of what it means in practice and it therefore needs clarification (Ackers and 
Payne, 1998, Hutchinson, 1999, Haynes and Allen, 1999, TUC, 1999, Bacon & Storey, 
2000, Knell, 1999, Brown, 2000). There are numerous interpretations of the concept and 
both practitioners and academics struggle with the term. Broadly, Partnership can be 
considered as a relationship between employer and employees based on mutual 
acceptance of differing interests, a shared commitment to the success of the enterprise 
and high levels of trust. 
It has been described as an ambiguous concept that has shifting meaning (Ackers and 
Payne, 1998; Haynes & Allen, 1999, TUC, 2000, Bacon & Storey, 2000). Moreover, 
because there is no commonly held definition, the term is necessarily wide-ranging and 
diffused in both unionised and non-unionised contexts (Beardwell, 1998b). 
Heaton et al (2000) argues from a conceptual basis that management and unions 
understanding of partnership changes over time and management, trade union 
representatives and employees are developing competing perspectives of the term. 
Guest and Peccei's (1998) survey research discovered that management and union 
views on partnership remain contradictory and therefore reinforce this view. For example, 
management tends to see partnership from a unitarist perspective; emphasising common 
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employee and company goals. Hence, the implication is that unions would view 
partnership more from a pluralist perspective in line with the union movement's 
philosophy. It could be summarised from this that the important issue is not what people 
understand by the term but it is the differences in the parties perceptions or 
understanding that is the significant factor. 
Kelly (2004) highlights that the type of relationship or the nature of partnership on offer is 
likely to impact on the success of partnership and effect whether it will lead to positive 
outcomes. The research will consider how shared understandings are developed and the 
impact that these have on the development of partnership. Finally, the thesis will define 
partnership more precisely. While indicating the ambiguities in the general use of the 
term, the research aims to define what partnership means in the NHS in this period using 
the language of the key players. 
Within this it will be important for the work to consider how this current description of 
partnership differs from what has gone before. The significance of partnership as a 
concept has been questioned and various writers have argued that partnership is nothing 
new but just a way of focussing new debates (Guest and Peccei, 2001) and therefore 
giving the subject a renewed emphasis. It could therefore be argues that it is the latest 
manifestation in a long line of initiatives that have sought to improve co-operation among 
management, workers and their representatives (Haynes and Allen, 1999). It is also 
important to consider the nature and characteristics of the relationship under partnership. 
As Kelly (2004) notes, and the social exchange literature suggests the structure of the 
relationship will impact the success and outcomes of exchanges. A number of areas of 
the literature on social exchange theory highlight the important influence that the type of 
exchange relationship has on the process and success of the relationship. 
1.3.2) Approaches to Partnership 
In line with the above discussion, organisations can claim to be working in partnership 
with the unions but it remains difficult to judge effectively what partnership is, as no 
common or definitive framework or model exists that has been empirically tested and 
rigorously analysed. A number of agencies I stakeholders have put forward alternative 
models, including the Trade Union Congress and the NHS Executive. However these 
lack sufficient theoretical underpinning. 
The main model that has been put forward is the one produced by the Industrial 
Participation Association (IPA) that has been quoted as the most comprehensive 
(Sparrow and Marchington, 1998). The IPA is an independent but pro-partnership 
association that is endorsed by both trade unions and employers. The IPA model 
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identifies a series of joint commitments and building blocks, seeing partnership 
developing in the four key areas of employment security, sharing in the organisational 
success, information and consultation, and workplace representation (IPA, 1992 and 
1997). The association describes partnership between management and employee 
representatives that are both union and non-union, therefore recognising the idea of non­
union partnership relationships (i.e. same principles applied to non-union firms), not 
confined to industrial relations (viz management-union relationships) but is in fact 
endorsed by non-union firms who see partnership as relevant to them. The Involvement 
and Participation Association has found evidence that partnership can provide "a new 
fusion of HRM and IR" based on the idea of reciprocity (Coupar and Stevens, 1998:145), 
that is to say, good direct communication and IR co-existing (IPA, 1997). Despite this 
they also had evidence from the public sector (local authority and NHS Trust) of a tension 
(even hostility and mistrust) between unions and employers about the introduction of 
direct communication and consultation mechanisms. The IPA model could be seen as 
stemming from a social exchange perspective as it sees partnership as a relationship 
involving 'give and take' on both sides and introduces the idea of reciprocity which is 
seen as a central mechanism underpinning a social exchange relationship. It could be 
argued that this theoretical perspective underpins much of the partnership literature and 
previous research implicitly relies on its assumptions and understandings without 
necessarily recognising that this is its basis. 
Finally, Guest and Peccei (1998) examine how partnership is developing and have 
attempted to determine which principles and practices are significant in terms of the 
outcomes that they produce. These principles and practices provide a benchmark for 
organisations to use in determining their progress towards partnership. Hence, this 
implies that it is possible from this to highlight good and bad partnership practice. 
However, what it does lack is consideration of the barriers that might be encountered; it is 
not just what works that is important. Guest and Peccei's (1998: 2001) work is mostly 
concerned with providing a management framework that does not necessarily take into 
account the trade unions approach in any meaningful way. 
1.3.3) Union Involvement in Partnership 
Advocates of the partnership concept claim that union growth and their survival will be 
realised through working in partnership rather than in conflict with management. The 
positive stance espoused by some researchers has been seized by trade union 
organisations in the UK, and labelled as the answer for trade union renewal. Many trade 
unions in the UK see partnership as a valid approach to the management of employee 
relations and see it as the way forward for the movement, a means of revival after 
Thatcher's damaging years in government and declining membership. Partnership as a 
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response to the changing times is part of the union movement's strategy labelled the 
'New New Unionism', which involves building union membership from a position of 
strength (Heery, 1996). To work in partnership is a challenge for trade unions and 
managers alike, it is a risk that the parties must be willing to take and will involve letting 
go of some power and control; an issue that has led to a significant barrier to partnership. 
In response to this challenge the TUC has launched a Partnership Institute with the hope 
of helping unions to adapt to this new way of working. 
Several commentators have pointed towards the capacity of the trade unions to take up 
the challenge of partnership and to renew themselves by raising membership figures. 
For example, the Snape, Redman and Chan (2000) study suggest a relationship between 
partnership and the extent of union commitment and participation. They argued that it 
could be useful to test the robustness of the trade union renewal thesis by focusing on 
the impact of changes in the perceived IR climate towards partnership (or at least the 
development of more co-operative relations) on this. 
Shore and Coyle-Shapiro (2003:446) suggest that one area of future "research is to 
examine how trade unions influence employees' views of the exchange relationship and 
whether employees credit the union or employer for resources that are provided". This is 
important also in our understanding of the need for unions to have an independent role 
from management to avoid dangers of incorporation. As Oxenbridge and Brown's (2004) 
findings indicate co-operative relationships are likely to be stable where employers wish 
to maintain an independent employee voice. Indeed, without employees crediting the 
union for the securing of resources then co-operation is unlikely to have an impact on 
their membership figures and ultimate renewal. 
Shore and Coyle-Shapiro (2003) also go on to suggest that the ways in which trade 
unions socialise new members is likely to have important implications for how employees 
form and revise their understanding and expectations of the employment relationship. 
Therefore suggesting that unions have a potentially powerful role in influencing whether 
partnership works or at least how employees respond to partnership. 
In sum, little is known concerning the factors that encourage unions to promote 
partnership, what it is that the unions hope to get out of partnership and the extent of 
union involvement remains a contentious issue. The research will allow an examination 
of trade union strategy towards partnership and the outcomes that this may bring to the 
union, both positive and negative. 
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1.3.4) The Role of Trade Unions Under Partnership 
As noted, scant attention has been paid to assessing the capacity of trade unions to 
facilitate a positive change in their fortunes and to stem their decline through developing 
a more partnership approach with management. Allen (1999:29) suggests that progress 
in this has been constrained by under-stating the "deeply entrenched traditionalists' 
views" and the lack of managerial skills of union leaders, often ill equipped to deal with 
change. While the literature has questioned the capacity of union representatives, the 
skills of management to deliver under partnership have failed to be considered in 
sufficient depth; specifically not taking into account the impact that this lack of 
effectiveness has on the successful development of partnership. 
The IPA highlighted the debate surrounding the changing role of trade unions in 
becoming facilitators of change together with management in partnership (IPA, 1992). 
Guest and Peccei (1997) have reported positive outcomes from partnership working and 
conclude that the role of trade unions in the process remains unclear and needs further 
investigation, while Knell (1999) has suggested trade unions will undergo a subtle change 
to emphasise their representative role. The research will contribute to the debate on 
partnership by providing qualitative data on the role of unions in partnership, as the issue 
is still at an exploratory stage. It can be hypothesised that a possible partnership outcome 
would be a rise in the fortunes of trade unions in terms of an extended role and an 
increase in membership and involvement in the union because unions are seen in a 
positive light by employers and the government. 
1.4) REASONS FOR SELECTING THE NHS. 
Partnership can be viewed as a major experiment within the NHS (the largest employer in 
the UK) that could lead to far reaching changes in the way employee relations is 
conducted. The environment is highly unionised and partnership is on the managerial 
agenda and it is NHS Executive Policy to encourage it. It is the understanding of this 
context fully that will be an imperative for claiming applicability and generalisability in 
order to get full understanding of whether it works. 
It could be argued that the NHS is just beginning to develop partnership and so provides 
an opportunity to investigate partnership from early on in the process. The research will 
attempt to track the process of partnership through to examine some of its early 
outcomes. However, it should be noted that in some Trusts a culture of staff involvement 
has been encouraged for ten years or more (Mahoney, 2000), long before the 
government insisted on its introduction (and the government is now holding the Trust up 
as a role model of partnership working). Mahoney (2000) also suggested that some 
managers were still uncomfortable with the policy and this could indicate the difficulties 
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that can be faced and that partnership is actually not the quick fix that some 
commentators would have us believe. It could also be the case that, while the rhetoric 
and organisational stance towards partnership is positive, this positive view is not always 
carried down throughout the organisation. It is clear that scepticism remains in the rank 
and file and lower / middle management. It could therefore be argued that if partnership is 
pushed then it is not partnership if it is not mutually agreed. 
Partnership has been imposed politically on to the traditional jOint consultative model of 
the National Health Service. A model of industrial relations that has been seen as mildly 
confrontational, while offering strong encouragement to a role for unions, although, the 
relationship has not necessarily been a cosy one. The unions are well established and 
entrenched as a result of a history of centralised pay determination under the Whitley 
system (Burchill and Casey, 1996; Bryson et ai, 1995). 
The partnership rhetoric would suggest that under partnership we are likely to see a 
widening of consultation beyond simply pay and conditions issues (IPA, 1996) and 
therefore it could be surmised a more active role for the union. This research aims to 
investigate whether this is the experience in the NHS under a partnership approach. 
Because of strong trade unions in the NHS, there is more likely to be more genuine 
partnership with the employer, as it has been suggested that a strong union organisation 
could suggest an independent union agenda. The presence of strong unions means that 
it is possible to generalise to other sectors or industries where there is a similar history of 
strong unions and positive encouragement of union's role. 
The changes imposed in the NHS during the Conservatives' reign led to problems of staff 
morale and rising recruitment and retention problems, amongst other things. Despite 
these issues good relationships in many Trusts have remained (Carr, 1997). Partnership 
has been looked at as a way to improve staff morale, trust and commitment to the NHS. 
When the Conservatives were in power staff within the NHS were seen as a cost to be 
reduced, not an asset to be valued and developed, whereas, these latter sorts of values 
are now seen as the way forward under the present government (DOH, 1999). Therefore, 
massive cultural change will be necessary for the introduction of partnership, in seeking 
to move from the competitive culture developed under the internal market of the 
Conservatives to a more co-operative approach developing in the health service. 
The movement towards self-governing Trusts and the introduction of the concept of the 
internal market in Health Care under the Conservatives provided the impetus for the 
managements of the new Trusts to consider the way they did business and the sort of 
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relationships that they wanted with the unions. However, several writers highlight that 
Trusts had been slow to take advantage of their new freedoms (Corby, 1996; Carter and 
Poynter, 1999). For example, the pressure from the conservative government to 
introduce local pay bargaining, was met by union hostility and so progress was slow and 
before it had chance to take a hold there was a change of government. It could be argued 
that this highlights the difficulties faced if aiming to change culture successfully. 
Kessler and Purcell (1996) went as far as to suggest that Trust managers had only two 
options in terms of their relationship with the unions, either to co-operate with them or to 
by-pass them. More recent research has attempted to identify whether there is "a 
developing strategy for IR in the NHS" (Carr, 1999:197). It has been suggested that Trust 
Managements are making a conscious decision to continue in the tradition and foster the 
good relations that exist in most trusts. In addition, there is evidence that seems to 
suggest that management has a strong commitment to working co-operatively with 
unions (Carr, 1999). It should be noted however that it could be questioned how 
widespread these trends are. There has still been little research to examine partnership 
in an NHS context (exceptions are Heaton et ai, 2001; Munro, 2002 and Tailby, et ai, 
2004), therefore there is insufficient evidence to assess the extent of partnership working 
in this context. 
In sum, alongside the drive and obvious strong support for partnership in the NHS, there 
remain potential areas of conflict and difficulties with the approach. The NHS 
Confederation has published a policy statement that while highlighting the need for 
partnership, warns that local union officials and managers are sceptical about their ability 
to work together (Crail, 1998). It seems clear that the capability of management and 
union representatives at local level to work in partnership is still under question in the 
context of the N HS. 
Within the wider context, research has examined successful widespread partnership 
working (E.g. Knell, 1999) and specific partnership agreements that have already failed 
(Marks et ai, 1998; Taylor & Ramsay, 1998). Therefore, this research proposes to 
investigate a partnership experiment that still has the potential to improve working 
relationships in the Health Service and to bring benefits to both the union and the NHS in 
general. Although previous studies on partnership have been invaluable in highlighting 
some of the problems of partnership and the challenges that it brings, there is a dearth of 
empirical research that examines the capability of the main players involved in the 
development of a partnership approach, to adapt to the new demands and challenges 
that it brings. The research focuses on the individuals in trade union and management 
circles to have the skills and attitudes to work in partnership successfully. 
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Research in a NHS context has tended to focus on the impact of organisational change 
and decentralisation on industrial relations in a general sense. With the exception for 
example of Carter and Poynter (1999), little research has concentrated on the challenges 
that that these changes bring for certain actors. In addition these studies have not 
considered specifically the concept of partnership and the future shape of employee 
relations in the Health Service. 
1.5) THE FOCUS OF THE RESEARCH. 
The approaches to partnership presented in the literature tend not to consider how 
partnership develops and therefore this research will incorporate the more process issues 
into an improved model/approach. Knell (1999) looked at how partnerships develop and 
he identifies a number of initial steps on the way to a partnership approach. Partnership, 
he claimed, involves the creation of a new understanding between management and 
unions; clear leadership and senior management commitment; changing the language 
used in the organisation; acknowledgement of the challenges and likely resistance; 
complementary culture change and team building training; and changes in the 
communication processes. This research will build on these activities, identifying key 
processes within these steps. 
Several commentators have recognised the importance of the process and the context 
within which partnership develops (Martinez Lucio and Stuart, 2004; McBride and Stirling, 
2002; Richardson et ai, 2005; Heaton et ai, 2002). More specifically Martinez Lucio and 
Stuart (2005) argue for the need to go beyond a simple analysis of outcomes in order to 
begin to highlight the specific conditions under which partnership arrangements may be a 
success. 
In general little is understood about how partnership develops within organisations. Few 
studies examine the process of why partnership tends to break down and run into 
difficulties at the local level in a detailed manner (cf. Taylor and Ramsay, 1998; Heaton et 
ai, 2002; Munro, 2002). In addition, Carr (1999) emphasises the need to examine views 
at the local level, by concluding that local union attitude and behaviour looks likely to be a 
major determinant of the success of partnership. 
Social Exchange theory provides theoretical understanding and a much needed 
theoretical framework through which to understand partnership and its potential as an 
approach to managing the employment relationship. Social exchange enables a number 
of themes and clues to the critical success factors and barriers to its successful 
development. In particular, Lawler's (2001) affect theory of social exchange and the 
theory of relational cohesion (the role of emotion and commitment in social exchange 
relationships) provide insights into this emotional and dynamic process. Lawler (2001) 
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proposes that joint activities generate negative and positive emotions, which under 
certain circumstances produce stronger or weaker individual to collective ties which in 
turn determine collectively orientated behaviours such as expanding areas of 
collaboration and staying in the relationship (that particular approach to management 
control) despite alternatives (e.g. adversarialism). 
Earlier approaches to partnership have been content and I or outcome driven and as 
already has been suggested need to move beyond this. Therefore, the work provides a 
theoretical contribution both to the partnership literature but also to the social eXChange 
literature (to test these theories and models in the context of partnership). This research 
seeks to test this in the context of partnership but also to provide theory on which to 
underpin our understanding of how partnership develops. 
When partnership involves a break from an adversarial climate, it has been argued that 
the organisations can experience a number of tangible obstacles to partnership (Knell, 
1999: 28). Principally, these barriers involve resistance from both management and 
unions who are not comfortable with the loss of power that is perceived to be a direct 
result of partnership. Furthermore, research by the TUC (2000) identified two main 
obstacles to partnership working. Firstly, there is opposition and a limited awareness 
from middle managers who have been used to dealing with unions in an adversarial 
climate (Munro, 2002). Secondly, the cynicism highlighted from members and trade union 
representatives is a problem and it was suggested that this may have been symptomatic 
of the need for a greater understanding of the concept and the lack of confidence felt 
because of the weak position that unions find themselves; and in terms of not having a 
clear view of their future role and purpose. In addition, it is implied in the literature that the 
capability of the actors to adapt to this new way of working are lacking and constraining 
partnership. In conclusion, although the barriers to introducing partnership have been 
mentioned in the literature, these barriers are not considered in the approaches 
developed on partnership so far in the literature. While studies have reported these 
barriers there is limited empirical awareness of what impact these have on the 
development of partnership in the organisation. Despite this, Munro (2002) is one of the 
few studies that have attempted to address how these barriers can be overcome. 
Although problems at the local level have been discussed by Carr (1999) and Taylor and 
Ramsay (1998), more detailed knowledge and empirical research is needed to explore 
the challenges partnership brings at other levels in the organisation and the reasons for 
often varying degrees of enthusiasm. In addition, it is still unclear at what level the 
enthusiasm exists and whether it does permeate through to local levels (Knell, 1999). It 
has been suggested that corporate level success and commitment are not being followed 
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through to other levels within some organisations; and tensions are more acute at the 
lower levels (cf. Munro, 2002). Therefore it will be important to examine how those in 
senior levels within the organisation can win the support and commitment of staff and 
their colleagues and ensure that the partnership idea is diffused throughout the 
organisation. 
The research will explore how the trade union nationally attempts to win the commitment 
from the regional full time officials down to their members throughout the union's 
organisation. As Taylor & Ramsay (1998) have suggested, there have still been few 
attempts to explore the complex relationship between trade union organisation, lay 
representatives, and the actual experience of workers (for exceptions see McBride and 
Stirling, 2002; Richardson et ai, 2005). The research will attempt to fill this lacuna in the 
literature and to also take this forward to consider the importance of gaining commitment 
for partnership and of the full involvement of employees in its development. 
The research examines the effect of trade union responses on the success and outcomes 
of partnership. It will involve considering the prospects for the long-term viability of 
partnership and the capability of trade unions to persuade the membership of the benefits 
of partnership and begin to change behaviour and ways of working within organisations. 
The research will identify the unions' role, to examine how it develops, and the reasons 
for the varying degrees of support and commitment at different levels within the union. 
In summary, the lacunae in the literature outlined above raise a number of significant 
questions that form the focus for the present research, namely: 
1) To what extent is partnership a viable alternative approach to employee 
relations? What are the prospects for partnership? What are the outcomes and 
why are they not being achieved? 
2) How do organisations develop partnership? Are Trusts creating the necessary 
structures and processes? Can we identify its critical success factors? 
3) Have managers / trade unions the necessary commitment to work in partnership? 
4) Are managers / trade unions capable of working in partnership? 
5) What role do union representatives play in partnership and how far is this role 
accepted? 
1.6) RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

The research will identify through which theoretical mechanisms partnership works. 

Informed by social exchange theory, the study examines the viability of partnership within 

the NHS and attempts to understand the conditions for its successful development. 

Therefore, the study endeavours to achieve the following. 
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- To examine the extent to which partnership constitutes a viable new approach to 
employee relations, based on an NHS context (and more broadly to consider its 
usefulness in other contexts), as well as the activities that underpin it and its 
perceived outcomes; 
- To identify the facilitators and barriers to the approach (Le. the factors that propel and 
disrupt partnership); 
- To offer recommendations on how partnership might be implemented and some of 
the key barriers perceived necessary to overcome; and 
To explore the key challenges that partnership raises for the Trust level union 
activists and local managers involved. 
The following section explains the research methods that will be used in order to achieve 
these objectives. 
1.7} RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Current research in the UK is viewed to lack a sound theoretical basis (Kelly, 2004). 
Therefore, it wi" be necessary to borrow frameworks to understand how partnership 
develops. For example, the IPA model is content driven suggesting significant principles 
necessary for partnership to be successful, but fails to consider how an organisation can 
develop partnership. Social exchange theory will therefore be used to provide this 
theoretical underpinning. 
It can be argued that due to the lack of empirical evidence and rigorous analysis of the 
concept, little is known about the process that companies have gone through to reach 
partnership. By referring to the partnership process in this way, it is assumed that there is 
actually an end or desired state to reach. However, it is more likely to be the case that it 
is the process itself that is significant rather than the end point. There is much positive 
rhetoric and publicity concerning Partnership, this rhetoric, however, is based on 
assumptions that have not been rigorously tested over the longer term. 
The extant literature outlines the need for further empirical research concerning the 
processes and the challenges involved in building partnership. There is a lack of robust 
analysis of partnerships and the assertions made in the literature are not matched by an 
empirical awareness. The thesis examines the forces that impede partnership 
development along with its drivers, thus adding to an aspect of the partnership literature 
that is largely absent from other research. 
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This research will assess differing responses to partnership. Firstly, this will involve 
investigating whether the attitudes and actions at workplace level mirror support for 
partnership at a corporate level. Secondly, the research will consider how partnership 
has affected, or is likely to affect, how unions are perceived and their role within the 
organisation. Consequently, the research will need to examine the perceptions of what 
the unions' role involves and what constitutes appropriate behaviour in the eyes of the 
various stake-holders. Unions are attempting to lead by example, by demonstrating good 
partnership behaviours and taking on their responsibility for making partnership work, i.e. 
making compromises and trying to reach a consensus. 
A comprehensive literature review will be undertaken in order to map out an ideal model 
of partnership. The first stage of fieldwork will involve interviews with the main players at 
national, regional, and local levels within two unions (Unison and the RCN) and in two 
Trusts (one community and one Acute), as pilot studies. This phase will be essentially 
exploratory because it is not possible to be confident of what the issues are and there is a 
lack of a clear picture of what is happening. The rationale for the design of the first stage 
followed the key informant technique (Tremblay, 1989). This stage is designed in this way 
in order to reflect the structure of trade union organisation and to a large extent to the 
NHS in general (i.e. National - Regional - local). It will be important to consider all levels, 
it has been noted that regional organisation in some unions and the NHS organisation 
tends to be the weak link. It is thought in some cases to be relatively non- existent. 
By concentrating data collection initially within the Royal College of Nursing (RCN) and 
Unison, the research will embrace two of the main groups of staff represented, within a 
partnership context. The RCN is often ignored in research and their lack of organisation is 
said to make it more difficult to sample their views. These staff organisations will cover 
the most numbers of staff in the NHS. Despite this coverage, it would be foolish to 
completely ignore other staff and professional associations operating within the NHS. For 
example, the British Medical Association (BMA) and the doctors that they represent are 
notorious for having a fixed opinion. The doctors have lots of influence in the health 
service and the BMA is said to be the most powerful trade union in Britain. This is 
reflected in the extent that they can decide to drive something through, to stand up 
against it or to simply ignore the issue, as they don't see it as relevant to their interests. 
The main stage of data collection will follow the case study method and will contain both 
qualitative and quantitative techniques. There will be a triangulation of different methods 
at this stage to aim for reliability in the findings and to examine which method will yield 
the most appropriate data. Triangulation through a multi-method approach can be useful 
in exploring research questions that involve complex processes and interactions with a 
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number of participants (Cassell and Symon, 1994: 5). The case will involve semi­
structured interviews with management and trade union actors and the responses will be 
used to compare management and union views on partnership, focus groups, attendance 
at meetings, and documentary analysis. 
A mainly qualitative approach will allow for greater flexibility, promote the emergence of 
theories from the data (Marshal and Rossman, 1994) and enable the continual 
development and refinement of the research questions as the research develops. The 
use of qualitative methods is necessary for the most part to further develop our 
understanding of partnership. In light of the prior discussions, in the main, it would seem 
that a qualitative approach to the research would be the most appropriate especially at 
the exploratory stage. The issues being dealt with are complex and so to give justice to 
them, a depth of analysis as that afforded by qualitative enquiry is required. 
In terms of selecting the Trusts as case studies, there are several variables that can be 
chosen in selecting appropriate cases, for example the strength of union organisation. 
Trusts were chosen on the extent of the maturity of their employment relationships as it 
was thought that this would give some indication of their readiness to adopt partnership. 
This approach to design is appropriate because it might be the case that the national 
union or National Health Service Executive (NHSE) may be supporting partnership 
wholeheartedly from government and the NHSE, but this enthusiasm may not be filtering 
through to lower levels within the organisation. The research will investigate whether 
national level support and endorsement for partnership working is mirrored at local level. 
It will therefore be necessary to examine the progress and process of implementation of 
partnership working from the NHSE to the Trust's managers, employees and trade union 
representatives. As argued the type of relationship and context under which it develops 
and commitment to it will impact on its outcomes. 
In order to track the process of partnership implementation from the endorsement of the 
concept at a national level through to the Trust at the local level, the focus of the data 
collection must reflect these levels, as partnership is pushed down through the 
organisation. In this case, it will be important to consider the impact that partnership has 
on employees by sampling their views via a survey method. This is the most appropriate 
technique to use for examining employees views, in order to be able to add another level 
of complexity by comparing the views of the 'rank and file', with the views expressed by 
the trade union activists. The research will sample the views of significant stake-holders 
at NHS trust workplaces to investigate whether there is any consensus of views between 
staff working at different levels within the organisation. Additionally, it will establish 
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whether there are developing strategies in the employment relationship (which mayor 
may not reflect a partnership approach). 
The focus of the research remains the impact of partnership on the union and the 
organisation itself. However, it must not be forgotten that the union is a democratic 
organisation that is answerable to its members and therefore, employee's reactions and 
views on partnership will have a strong bearing on the shape and activities of the union 
and therefore of their involvement in partnership. This also highlights the tension within 
the union and therefore, it will be important to investigate whether what the national union 
is espousing is actually what the members of the union believe in. In this vein, it will also 
be necessary to consider employees attitude and experience of partnership in general. 
Data will be gathered from management and trade union actors. It is not only trade 
unionist attitudes that are important but the influence of management attitudes must also 
be taken into account, because they will need to change if partnerships are to work. 
There is a dearth of empirical studies examining the relationship (or the partnership) that 
compares the views of both parties and at different levels within the organisation. The 
collection of union responses is required to be multi-perspective as union approaches will 
be shaped by national level decisions, regional level support, and members interests. 
Although interviews with key officials will be required at the outset, the focus of the 
research thereafter will be on the responses and attitudes of local union representatives 
and their members. The nature and structure of the union might explain why in the past 
there has been an over use of surveys. The wide geographical spread of union 
personnel and the time consuming nature of numerous interviews may have contributed 
to this. 
Finally, the research will be conducted in the NHS; therefore, there are some significant 
contextual issues that must be addressed, i.e. the organisational changes that have taken 
place over the last decade. The first stage of research will cover only Acute and 
Community trusts (latterly Primary Care Trusts) in England. These are part of the 
mainstream of the service and provide the opportunity to compare two different types of 
Trusts with specific and unique environments, which will each bring different challenges 
for partnership. This institutional context and its impact will also be key in understanding 
how the partnership approach is nested in a broader social context and will enable the 
research to investigate the impact of contextual conditions on partnership. 
In order to investigate systematically whether common or divergent patterns evolve and 
where these patterns emerge, the main study will be focused in the acute sector and 
select four Trusts based on the common variable identified above. The primary aim of this 
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study is not to generalise to the larger population of the NHS as a whole, but to develop 
understanding of the processes involved and to build theory in these areas. It is also 
hoped that it will provide further insights into how to build successful partnerships. 
The next section draws out how the research contributes both theoretically and practically 
to the body of knowledge on partnership. 
1.8) CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY 
1) Initially, the present study contributes to the partnership literature on the 
developmental processes of partnerships by utilising social exchange theory to better 
understand the viability of partnership. The development process of partnership has not 
been systematically collated and so the research will attempt to fill this gap in the 
knowledge on partnership. By doing this the specific activities that an organisation goes 
through to build a partnership approach can be identified. The aim is to go beyond simply 
describing the process Trusts go through, to identify the mechanisms by which 
partnership works and explores what challenges this will bring and how these can be met. 
2) The thesis explores the role of the union in the NHS under a partnership regime. What 
the unions can expect will be examined and generalisations will be drawn. In doing so it 
will question whether partnership is different from what has gone before, what role the 
union has within this and the viability of partnership as a union strategy. The thesis 
examines the capability of the unions to survive under partnership and will consider the 
viability of partnership as an approach to employee relations (ER). 
3) There will also be a practical contribution. The standard six of the self-assessment tool 
developed by the NHS, asks for evidence of partnership working with the unions. 
However, the question is, how is it possible to judge what is good evidence. The thesis 
will draw out the implications for the NHS as a whole, but will also consider the broader 
implications for partnership in other sectors and will examine how this differs from what is 
already known about the phenomenon. The study will contemplate what new insights can 
be gained from research in the public sector, in terms of the specific environmental 
factors at work in NHS organisations. It should be possible from this to glean a clearer 
picture and to evaluate where partnership is working and why. There is little or no 
evidence to date that gives an overall picture of what is happening in the NHS as a 
whole. Therefore, it will be an important contribution to examine whether the NHS 
approach and how partnership has been described and detailed in the literature differs. 
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1.9) STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS. 

The thesis comprises eight chapters: 

Chapter one - the introductory chapter explains and expresses the problem clearly and 

considers the lacuna that motivated the research. 

Chapter two considers the literature and will cover the following: 

• 	 Partnership frameworks and models are put forward, and definitions are considered. 
• 	 Current research conducted on partnership and what we know about the process of 
building partnership. 
• 	 The wider context will track employee relations approaches and considers how 
partnership developed from this. Social exchange theory will be considered as an 
appropriate conceptual basis for understanding the employment relationship and in 
particular for understanding partnership. 
• 	 Broad trends in the NHS will be considered, what specifically has led to the interest in 
partnership in the NHS. 
• 	 Trade unions and partnership. 
Trade union strategies / responses 
Evaluation of union capability / strength. 
Renewal I incorporation. 
Chapter three discusses the research design adopted and proposes a justification for the 
use of a case study method. It describes the techniques used, methods of analysis 
chosen and why these techniques were most appropriate. This chapter details the whole 
research process. It will also explain how organisations were chosen and how access 
was gained to the case study organisations. 
Chapter four examines evidence obtained from eleven exploratory interviews on 
management and trade union motives. In addition, the antecedents of partnership and 
the introduction of NHS strategy on partnership. Elements of the partnership process are 
generated and provide a number of key questions for subsequent analysis. 
Using the data generated from four case studies (as part of the second phase of the 
fieldwork), chapters five is broken down into four sub-chapters, one for each Trust and 
presents evidence gained through the qualitative techniques. It identifies the principal 
factors that impede partnership, what facilitates this kind of approach and presents the 
findings in regards to the respondent's perceptions of the factors that influence the 
management and union responses to partnership. 
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Chapter six is a comparative chapter that will examine similarities and differences 
between the four case study organisations. The chapter describes the significant findings 
of the thesis and brings together all the findings from both stages of the fieldwork. It 
involves all four trusts and will be based on all case study data from the qualitative and 
quantitative techniques. 
Chapter seven offers a summary of the research concentrating on the major findings and 
contributions. It outlines the research conclusions, limitations of the study, and offers 
recommendations for future research and considers implications for practitioners. 
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CHAPTER TWO - LITERATURE REVIEW 

2) INTRODUCTION 

Research into the concept of partnership in the context of the relationships between 

employer, employees and their representatives is an under-researched, yet rapidly 

growing literature (Kelly, 2001; 2005) in particular the literature on partnership in the UK is 

under-theorised (Kelly, 2004). Partnership and jOint working has a relatively long history 

but there has been an increased interest in partnership in recent years, especially since 

1997 and the election of the first labour government in eighteen years. Now in its third 

term this labour government has helped to drive a changing culture in the way 

employment relationships are managed, from relationships based on conflict to an 

emphasis on co-operation. This is especially the case in the public services and no where 

is this more noticeable than in the National Health Service (NHS). 

Partnership has been put forward as an alternative to the anti-union and individualistic 

approach that has prevailed in recent years. It can be seen as a way of bringing harmony 

back into the workplace and an opportunity for trade unions to increase their influence and 

to have a new and extended role in employee relations at the level of the firm and even 

influence at national and industry level. 

It is now widely recognised in the literature that partnership is a complex phenomenon and 

therefore does not lend itself to a clear and straightforward definition; thus there remains 

confusion surrounding it. It is now time to move beyond debates on the meaning of 

partnership and reaching a definitive definition that is relevant to all contexts. Several 

commentators have argued that future investigations need to move away from a focus on 

the outcomes and content of partnership to the conceptualisation of the process by which 

partnership develops (e.g. Martinez Lucio and Stuart, 2002; Mcbride and Stirling, 2002) in 

order to isolate the conditions under which partnership produces its effects (Kelly, 2004). 

The purpose of this chapter is to trace the development of the research into partnership in 

order to draw out the key threads and themes of the debate over the viability of 

partnership. 

The chapter will: 

1) Examine the background to its development in the UK context and its origins. 
2) Review extant conceptualisations of partnership in its numbers of guises. 
3) Examine how far these conceptualisations have empirical support in the literature. 
4) Consider the implications for trade unions of partnership and the effect that these 
have on its development. 
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5) Review existing theoretical and empirical knowledge of the process of developing 
partnership (labour-management cooperation). 
6) Identify the factors that are driving and hindering the development of partnership 
in UK organisations and in the NHS specifically. 
7) Conclusion: theorising partnership through a social exchange perspective. 
2.1) THE INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS BACKGROUND. 
The existing political regime has a sizable influence on how employee relations is played 
out. Moreover as Martinez Lucio and Stuart, (2002) reminds us, the political dimension of 
the partnership debate can not be under-estimated. Commentators have drawn attention 
to the importance of considering partnership in relation to the context within which the 
partnership develops, such as the regulatory infrastructure, prevailing economic 
environment and political ideology. As Kelly (2001) argues, research into partnership 
needs to be historically grounded; otherwise it is difficult to gauge the significance of 
contemporary initiatives and to therefore understand whether partnership is a significant 
and sustainable trend. 
2.1.1) The decline of Collectivism 
Since the early 80s employers have had greater flexibility in choosing how they wish to 
manage their employee relations. Successive governments have promoted voluntarism 
and an enterprise culture; and this era can be characterised by individualist and employer 
orientated policies aimed at increasing direct employee involvement and the by-passing of 
trade unions. During eighteen years of Conservative rule Margaret Thatcher enacted 
trade union law that was aimed at making unions more accountable to their members and 
designed to give managers back the right to manage. The continuing decline of 
collectivism and the growth of individualistic and unitarist values has led to significant 
implications for the actors involved, especially the trade union movement. 
The Impact on the Trade Union Movement. 
Changes in government and the views of the general public can also be reflected in how 
trade unions are seen and how they see themselves. The trade union movement needs 
to change constantly and modernise, in order to survive the challenges it faces (Taylor, 
1994; Monks, 1998; 1999). Structural changes in the labour market, for example, the 
growth of women in the workplace and the associated growth of part time employment, 
have led to a change in the membership structure of Trade Unions. In addition, there has 
been a shift from an economy based on manufacturing, where unionism has traditionally 
been widespread, to more service - orientated industries, where membership levels are 
lower. These changes and the onslaught from an unfriendly Conservative government 
contributed to a fundamental decline in union membership in the 1980s and 1990s. 
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Conservative employment policies focused on re-defining the employment relationship, 
re-focusing towards a more individualist perspective where there is less need for trade 
unions, and where labour legislation was aimed at reducing unions' power. Organisations 
were encouraged to seek direct relations with their employees, which in turn led to the re­
naming of 'Industrial Relations' (IR), with all its traditional connotations of unions and 
collectivist values, to 'Employee Relations' (ER) in order to reflect this movement to a 
direct employee-employer relationship (Hollingshead et ai, 1999). 
The structure of the IR system and changing public policy led to a growing trend towards 
de-collectivisation and decentralisation (Beardwell, 1998). This growing trend has been 
evidenced by several studies. For example, Poole and Mansfield's (1993) survey 
('Continuity and change in managerial attitudes and behaviour in IR 80-90s') highlighted 
the continuing managerial preference for unitarist rather than pluralist models of IR. The 
Workplace Employment Relations Survey (WERS) 1998 data also revealed a further 
erosion of collectivism and this is seen in the numbers of workplaces where unions have 
been de-recognised and union recognition continued to fall as was the story from previous 
WERS surveys. For example, less than a third of managers were in favour of working with 
unions (Cully, et ai, 1998). However, it should be noted that Poole et al (2005), in a 
continuation of their earlier research, found most unexpectedly, limited evidence of the 
replacement of representative and other trade union based forms of participation with 
more direct / individual forms. The decline of collective bargaining was seen as a 
phenomenon of the 1990s and falls in union power were sharpest in the 1980s. While it 
was found that trade unions were weaker today, it was also the case that managers are 
less hostile to the former. Further evidence to support these theories is that management 
values of unitarism still appear to be the norm. It could be claimed that the so-called 
failure of the pluralist consensus, associated with collectivism has led to are-appearance 
of unitarist management approaches and the rise of Human Resource Management 
(HRM). 
2.1.2) Human Resource Management 
Although there is no universally accepted definition of HRM (Hollinshead et ai, 1999:8); it 
is seen as unitarist in its conception and can be associated with the introduction of high 
commitment practices. Therefore, a major aim of the approach is the generation of a 
strong commitment to the organisation's goals. However, authors have questioned 
whether HRM is genuinely concerned with creating a new equal relationship between 
employer and employee. For example, Fowler (1987) Cited in Salamon, 1998) argued 
that instead it could really be offering a covert form of employee manipulation dressed up 
in mutuality clothing. 
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HRM developed as a response to increased international competition and globalisation 
and the need to win back the commitment of employees. HRM Policies are developed to 
encourage increased employee commitment to the organisation's goals and aims to build 
a strong organisational culture. These were firmly employer-orientated policies, developed 
and driven by management. The new management approach has been accompanied with 
a shift from collectivism to individualism as the underlying ethos. It is a more unitarist 
frame of reference. Employees are no longer an organised collective that is separated off 
from management but are as one. Guest (1997) argues that this approach ignores the 
role of the union in helping to engage workers' commitment and consent for the company 
and its aim is likely to weaken the union or even destroy the movement (Ackers et ai, 
1996). As Waddington and Whitson (1993) comment, new management techniques are 
not the product of a jOint or union initiative but firmly a product of management initiative. It 
is clear also that they do little to challenge the existing patterns of power and authority in 
employee relations (Marchington, 1995a:55). Unitarist management values dominated 
and as a result this has led to the limiting of employee and trade union influence. 
The Trade Union response to HRM. 
With the emergence of HRM comes a further decrease in collectivist values and falling 
trade union membership, as employers attempt a closer relationship with their employees 
and in some cases even attempting to shut out the trade union altogether. However this is 
not always the case. In response to the perceived threat of HRM, the Trade Union 
Congress (TUC) made a useful distinction between good and bad HRM. It saw bad HRM 
as being associated with reasserting managerial prerogative and the individualisation of 
the employment relationship and 'good' HRM associated with increased employee 
involvement, human centred management and more importantly employers' strategic 
approach to raising employee commitment (TUC, 1994). To reinforce this view other 
writers such as Sparrow and Marchington (1998) argue that a central theme in HRM is the 
breakdown of traditional relationships, which has led to a fragmentation of the 
employment relationship. 
Furthermore, Guest and Dewe (1991) argue that the adoption of a strategic approach to 
HRM can question the need for trade unions. What is more, unions are often seen as 
irrelevant in a HRM context (Guest and Hoque, 1996:12). However, a role for unions can 
not be ruled out as Guest (1998) pOints out, following the failure of organisations to 
develop whole- hearted commitment from their workforces. In fact, there is evidence to 
suggest that organisations with significant HRM usage tend to be the organisations that at 
the same time recognise trade unions. This evidence points out that the existence of HRM 
does not have to mean no role for the trade union. It could be argued that this indicates 
the opportunity for unions to make a come back and may explain why alternatives such as 
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Social Partnership has developed as unions attempt to renew themselves. In summary, 
the rise of HRM in some instances has been associated with re-assertion of management 
prerogative, intensification of work, and a deliberate strategy to de-recognise unions or 
limit their influence. 
2.1.3) New Industrial Relations: Adversarialism to Co-operation 
An alternative view of industrial relations in this period of declining collectivism is one of a 
more co-operative stance, which is beginning to increase in popularity among employers 
and trade unions, as they both attempt to respond to the changing circumstances and the 
emergence of HRM. In general, the development of a positive climate of IR is 
characterised by a shared understanding between management, workers and their 
representatives of the need to forge a consensus upon how business and industrial 
relations must be conducted and the creation of a less adversarial culture (Scott, 1994, 
Bassett, 1986). This new approach has been labelled the 'New Industrial Relations' (NIR). 
Its aim is to foster a more positive and less adversarial IR culture (Scott, 1994: 8); and 
was first popularised by American writers from the late 70's onwards (For example, see 
Kochan et ai, 1986), who argued that it was part of the trend that employment policies and 
practices should aim to increase employees commitment to the organisation. 
NIR is seen not only as a response to continuous market pressures but also it is argued 
symbolises the replacement of the class struggle with the struggle for markets. Therefore 
it is no longer "us and them" (Bassett, 1986: 174). However, it must not be forgotten that 
this optimistic approach was happening against a backdrop of declining traditional trade 
union powers and falling strike activity. New Style agreements pioneered by Japanese 
firms in the UK since the 1980's have received increased attention as part of the New 
Industrial Relations. Bassett (1986) argues that a practical outcome of the NIR is what 
has sometimes been referred to as 'No Strike Agreements' that the Engineering Union the 
EETPU championed; and within which is embodied a new form of unionism. This new 
unionism involves the rejection of traditional union attitudes based on militancy and 
conflict, which were seen by some in the trade union movement as damaging, but is 
rather based on the belief that a new approach is necessary centred on realism and co­
operation with em ployers. Bassett (1986:84) argues that militancy does not deliver and 
that unions which adopt "a more co-operative and harmonious attitude" deliver better 
results. (This is in direct contrast to Kelly, 1996 who argues that a militant approach is the 
only way trade unions will survive). 
2.2) ALTERNATIVE EMPLOYEE RELATIONS (ER) MODELS: WHERE NEXT? 
Employers have a series of choices in the way that they manage their workforces and the 
trend in employee relations can be described as aspects of change and continuity. 
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Partnership could be seen as the next trend in employee relations approaches. Whereas 
the future of employee relations remains of importance to employers, there appears to be 
some doubt about the direction that theory and practice will take (Sisson, 1999). This 
continued controversy about the future direction of Human Resource Management (HRM) 
and Industrial Relations (IR) has necessarily fuelled discussions on competing 
frameworks on how to manage relationships at work. This has in turn led to the search for 
long-lasting and stable employee relations models. It is apparent that there is no single 
trend in employee relations management in the UK (Storey, 2001) and it is characterised 
by much variation in terms of management's policies. The dominant model used to be 
one of collective bargaining between management and unions, however union 
membership and collective bargaining have continued to decline. As mentioned, collective 
bargaining is seen as too adversarial in nature and alternatives are being sought, which 
range from sophisticated HRM with 'high-commitment' human resources practices, 
partnership with the unions, and non-union workplaces (such as Marks and Spencer and 
IBM). These companies claim to provide superior employment practices without a union to 
enforce them and trade union collectivism runs counter to their philosophy of 
individualism. The viability of co-operative approaches is still uncertain and it is not yet 
clear what their longer-term impact might be. As noted previously by Bassett (1986) the 
factors and trends that have led to the possibility of these types of arrangements 
advocated by the EETPU and Toshiba are so fundamental that they can just as likely be 
reversed. This could suggest therefore that partnership type agreements are not relevant 
for some companies who positively decide to pursue a strategy of non-unionism, while at 
the same time not necessarily hostile towards trade unions in principle. 
The trend towards non-unionism is set to continue, either by increasing or by remaining 
constant (Cully et ai, 1998). According to Brown (1981) co-operation may be the only 
means by which unions are going to prevent the further spread of non-unionism. As 
organisations and Industrial Relations decentralise, co-operation becomes more vital and 
the focus of trade unions relationships are pushed to the workplace level. Therefore the 
value of workplace relationships based on co-operation is obvious. It could be argued that 
the need to stay in employment was the basis for common ground. 
Guest (1995, 2001) developed a conceptual framework to analyse the relationship 
between HRM and IR that offers four alternative ways of managing the employment 
relationship based on the differing levels of HRM activity (number of 'progressive' HR 
practices, extent of strategic integration and systemisation) and IR activity (Level of 
collectivisation and amount of consultation and negotiation activity). 
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HRM Activity 
Industrial High Low 
Relations 
Activity High Partnership Traditional 
pluralism 
Low Individualism Black Hole 
Partnership embraces the good parts of HRM and IR and therefore if the research is 
going to assess whether partnership is working for the NHS there would need to be 
evidence of progressive HR practices, as well as the strong trade union presence and 
collective activity perhaps more associated with traditional pluralism. According to Coupar 
and Stevens (1998) the IPA has shown evidence of a renewed cohesion between human 
resource management and industrial relations built around shared interests. In other 
words by looking at relationships in a different way the tension between HRM and IR is no 
longer significant; and therefore partnership seems to be a plausible option. Sisson (1999: 
460) comments that partnership combines the best of HRM and the pluralist Collective 
Bargaining model, and at the same time minimises many of the weaknesses of these two 
models. Guest's conceptual model also highlights alternative scenarios such as 
individualism, which challenges collectivism and pluralist traditions and what has been 
termed the 'bleak house', where there is no HRM and no IR. Both these alternatives do 
not envisage a role for trade unions in the management or regulation of the management 
/employee relationship. In conclusion, unitarism versus pluralism and individualism versus 
collectivism as themes in employee relations research are closely tied and are relevant to 
discussion on partnership and are important in understanding where partnership fits as an 
alternative way to managing employee relations. 
2.2.1) The Partnership Option: Examining Partnership in the context of wider ER 
theory. 
Unitarism VS. Pluralism. 
Employee relations can be described in terms of the balance of power and management's 
view on the levels of conflict and co-operation in the relationship. The perspectives of 
unitarism and pluralism have been used to interpret partnership and can be used to 
explore its feasibility in the context of differing views on conflict and how employee 
relations are dealt with. Partnership can be seen as a broad-brush approach to employee 
relations based on co-operation and the search for compromise. 
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The purpose of employee relations is to reconcile the conflicting interests between 
employers and employees and in dOing so assist the organisation in achieving its 
business objectives (Gennard and Judge, 1997). Pluralism argues that the best way to 
achieve this consensus and secure long term stability is for management to acknowledge 
the existence of differing interests and to strive to negotiate compromises and balance the 
demands of these various groups contributing to the organisation. The latter involves 
management making its decisions within a complex set of constraints (Fox, 1974). 
Pluralism does not in itself eliminate conflict but instead it attempts to manage it. It is 
seen as a necessary part of the process of reaching compromises and assumes that the 
conflicts that do arise are not so fundamental as to be insurmountable. This necessitates 
the parties being committed to the process by which the concessions are secured (Clegg, 
1975). In examining pluralism it is clear that it is about the rights, responsibilities and 
obligations of the parties; for example, trade unions have a legitimate right to represent 
their members in collective bargaining, which is particularly relevant in the NHS, where on 
the whole, a strong trade union presence is being encouraged. 
Conflict is a continuing theme throughout industrial relations and Woodworth and Meek 
(1995) specifically state that the existence of labour-management partnership does not 
mean that conflict can be eliminated. A pluralist perspective acknowledges and 
legitimises conflict which therefore can be more easily controlled and managed. Whereas, 
if we examine the situation from a unitary perspective, where the aim is to integrate 
management and worker objectives into 'one team', there is no room for conflict. It could 
be argued that in this case it becomes more difficult for the parties to acknowledge the 
challenges and likely resistance that the organisation might come across. Therefore, a 
pluralistic perspective, it is argued, is more realistic and could be seen to be "more 
congruent with developments in contemporary society" (Rose, 2001 :29). 
The feasibility ofpartnership. 
Elements of the theory of pluralism can be used to investigate the feasibility of partnership 
by highlighting the difficulties that might be encountered with such an approach. Firstly, 
the picture painted by this perspective is one where management must accept that there 
are other sources of leadership and loyalty within the organisation that need to be 
acknowledged. It follows that management may need to share decision making with these 
groups (Hyman, 1978). Thus this entails accepting limits to their authority, which may in 
turn lead to managerial resistance in response to their loss of power. This could also be a 
barrier to the further introduction of employee involvement and this issue will be returned 
to in later discussions. Secondly, pluralism reflects a rough balance of power between the 
parties, i.e. even though the relationship between workers collectively and their employers 
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is evenly balanced, as has been stated earlier, institutional arrangements that help ensure 
such a balance, (such as collective bargaining) are on the decline. These limitations of 
the approach serve to highlight the need for these issues to be taken into consideration 
when introducing partnership into an organisation. For example, what structures and/or 
institutions need to be in place for the development of the approach? 
Attention is drawn to an increasing public consensus that power in the employment 
relationship has swung too far in favour of the employer (Monks, 1998: 172). Despite this 
the UK employee relations arena is described as insecure and short terministic; and the 
feelings of insecurity experienced by employees throughout the UK is having a negative 
effect on the Industrial relations climate. This state of affairs has been evidenced by the 
Chartered Institute of Personnel Development (CI PO) report on the state of the 
Psychological contract (Kessler and Undy, 1996). This climate has led to increasingly 
poor workplace relationships, where trust, respect and commitment are lacking. Knell 
(1999) argues that the external environment therefore remains an obstacle to the building 
of robust long-term partnership style agreements in the face of the continuing pressure to 
secure short term gains. 
" 	 The British tradition of industrial relations (IR) is a conflict model, either dominated by one 
party or another. For example, in the 1970s the situation was such that there was a 
combination of a weak management and over-powerful union; but in the 1990s the 
situation to some extent was reversed; viz a relatively strong management was stacked 
against a weak union. Thus, for partnership to work there would need to be a relatively 
balanced equal relationship between management and workers; but the extent to which it 
is equal is still not known (Carr, 1999). Guest and Peccei (1998) provide evidence 
however, to suggest that despite the rhetoric of mutuality and equality in the relationship, 
in practice the balance of power in the relationship was weighted towards the interests of 
the company. 
Despite calls for a re-balance of power away from management, there is no clear 
evidence that the partnership arrangements on offer in the UK achieve this; instead many 
are management instigated (see above). This uncertain position over the debate on the 
potential of partnership has spurred research into whether partnership delivers mutual 
gains but there is little evidence on management motives in considering partnership. A 
more in-depth analysis of the evidence for and against partnership will be provided in a 
later section of this review; to consider how management is responding to the new 
environment under new labour and whether ideological resistance is less pronounced with 
shifting attitudes in the climate of changing public policy. It must be noted that 
management attitude is however not homogeneous but, as would be expected, is diverse. 
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Attitudes are more likely to be positive in this altered context, but there are still obstacles 
to change. 
2.2.2) Theorising Partnership: US literature on labour management cooperation 
(lMC) 
The UK partnership literature has an empirical bias and as a result there is a lack of 
agreed theoretical mechanisms that specify by which partnership works. For example, 
Kelly (2004) criticises the UK literature on partnership as not paying sufficient attention to 
the developed body of theory in the U.S. literature on labour management cooperation. 
The next section will identify a number of studies that could be useful to put right this 
oversight. 
The Mutual Gains Enterprise. 
Despite commentators arguing that approaches to employee relations are closer to 
Europe than the US, it has been suggested that the development of partnership in the UK 
has been influenced by similar developments in the US with research into the viability of 
the mutual gains approach. For example, Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2005) argue the 
mutual gains approach has been influential in the debate on the impact of partnership in 
the UK. In searching for theoretical and empirical evidence that partnership exists, it has 
been found to offer an alternative that outperforms the traditional systems (Kochan and 
Osterman, 1994). Despite the recognition that US literature in this area has been 
influential, investigations have not made sufficient use of the theoretical mechanisms 
proposed in the literature on labour management cooperation (Kelly, 2004). 
The idea of mutual gains emerges out of the strategic choice literature and recognises 
that stakeholders can work within a co-operative framework. The approach is based on 
the premise that employee involvement can be implemented throughout the organisation 
in such a way that delivers mutual benefits. It introduces a series of guiding principles at 
three organisational levels, strategic (supports business strategy/top management 
commitment! effective voice for HR), functional (stable employment! investment in training 
and development), and workplace level (trust / employee involvement in problem solving) 
(see Kochan and Osterman, 1994). Extensive experimentation with employee 
participation, work organisation and HR practices has challenged traditional patterns and 
this has led to a new industrial relations approach (Kochan and Weinstein, 1994:484). 
Kelly (2004:268) argues that while the term social partnership has no exact equivalent in 
the US literature, the expression "Labor-management cooperation for mutual gains comes 
the closest in meaning". As Strauss (2006) paints out labour management cooperation 
and social partnership are both attempts for the parties to get together in a less 
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adversarial way. Strauss (2006) argues that there is a moderately extensive literature in 
this area that dates back to Slichters (1941) review of LMC in the Garment industry; 
hence demonstrates the long history of the cooperation between management and labour. 
Kochan and Weinstein (1994) suggest that up until the Clinton Administration experiments 
with employee participation occurred primarily in the private sector and the government 
was silent on this. However, an executive order by President Clinton (revoked by 
President Bush in 2001) meant that LMC in the public sector received renewed attention 
through the Dunlop commission (Ospina and Yaroni, 2003). It is thus possible to see 
parallels with Clinton's push for renewed LMC and Blair's government fairness at work 
white paper that also highlighted the importance of cooperation over conflict. 
LMC has been seen as a move to a new stage in management union relations, involving a 
definite shift from adversarial to cooperation. Walton and McKersie (1965) in their classic 
work on negotiation draw attention to the shift in collective bargaining from a distributive 
process based on conflict to an integrative process based on cooperation. 
Kochan and Dyer (1976) conceptualises a model for change in the context of 
management and employee relationships and could provide a useful overarching 
framework for understanding the change processes involved in developing a new co­
operative relationship between management and unions. In particular, to identify the 
factors that can encourage and inhibit commitment to enter and maintain these joint 
change efforts. In understanding the commitment and willingness to cooperate, it will be 
important to consider who benefits from this change process. 
2.2.3) Re-Conceptualising Of ER: A New Context. 
In the light of this new context there has been a move way from a focus on either conflict 
or co-operation in employee relations towards an emphasis on culture and values. Provis 
(1996) argues that the concepts of Unitarism and Pluralism need to be reconsidered 
because of an increased organisational emphasiS on culture and values, away from the 
traditional adversarial approaches. This has been accompanied by the realisation that, 
although shared interests are needed, this does not necessarily require more 
fundamentally shared values. With this new emphasis on culture and values it follows that 
trust would also be important in such circumstances. Advocates of social partnership 
appear to be arguing that the approach promotes a more value-driven relationship; and 
Provis (1996) alludes to this increasing emphasiS on culture and values. This new 
emphasis on values requires a new conception of the process by which the differences 
between capital and labour can be reconciled; and resolving conflict through a joint 
problem solving approach based on consensus making and constructive compromise 
(Knell, 1999; Guest and Peccei, 1998; Ackers and Payne, 1998 and IRS, 1998). It 
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involves "both sides acknowledging the other's role and legitimacy and seeking new ways 
to resolve differences" (IRS 1998, p15). 
Neo-Pluralism. 
Ackers (2002:15) agrees with Kelly (1998) that IR needs to re-engage with broader social 
theory, but disagrees with his Marxist analysis (that ignores the modern context and has a 
narrow economic focus). He suggests that neo-pluralism offers a better framework. The 
latter moves the emphasis away from the narrow focus on a business agenda dominated 
by managerial unitarism towards an approach that contributes constructively to society. 
Neo-pluralism proposes a focus on interests and values and a search for social cohesion 
as a response to a growing internal problem of organisational cohesion at the workplace 
(see Ackers and Preston, 1997, cited in Ackers, 2002). In this context he highlights that 
trade unions have a legitimate role to play in ensuring democracy. However the declining 
trade union presence in UK industry has led to a representation gap. 
Finally and most importantly for the current research, Ackers (2002) argues that neo­
pluralism can provide an ethical foundation for partnership policies and therefore makes 
partnership more resilient to criticisms that it is short term and an opportunistic 
accommodation to the power of business. 
2.3) MANAGING EMPLOYEE RELATIONS: CHANGING PUBLIC POLICY. 
2.3.1) 1997 and beyond. The Dawning of a New Era for Industrial Relations? 
The 805 IR debate was engaged on the possible death of union representation and 
collective bargaining and the removal of statutory support for trade union recognition. It 
could be argued that this left a vacuum, and as a result the employees' voice was being 
limited. In 1999 the Labour government re-instated statutory support for recognition in the 
form of the Employment Relations Act 1999. 
Since the election of a labour government in 1997 the social partnership concept has 
been propelled into the mainstream of HRM and IR thought and has necessarily pervaded 
public policy debate. It has been described as an approach that could create the collective 
alternative to the US 'hire and fire' model (Monks, 1993). 
2.3.2) 'New Labour', New Approach. 
'New labour' have re-centralised and have introduced their campaign for 'Fairness at 
work', which it could be argued has given unions a better deal and has led to calls for 
them to modernise. In the government's white paper 'Fairness at Work' it is claimed that 
it is necessary to replace the notion of conflict between employees and employers with the 
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promotion of partnerships. The paper is presented as a statement of principles which 
"provide a blueprint for the development of partnership in the longer term". (IDS Study 
656). Although labour has taken this different approach, Salamon (1998) warned against 
assuming that the New Labour government was fundamentally different. There is no sign 
of repealing the anti-union legislation introduced by the conservatives; however a possible 
aim of the government may be to make labour market reforms more palatable for 
employers. 
It would be right to acknowledge that in the UK there is currently no mechanism to 
facilitate a tripartite arrangement between the government, employers and trade unions. 
Moreover, the government is said to see partnership as primarily a company level rather 
than a national level activity (Taylor, 1999). This is noticeably different to the European 
Union approach of social partnership, which unions in Britain are putting up as a best 
practice model and one that they want to see adopted. Nevertheless, the government has 
encouraged social partnership-type arrangements at industry level in some 
circumstances. For example, in the NHS, a Social Partnership Forum has been set up to 
bring together the NHS Executive, the unions and employer associations and the 
government for discussions on national issues. The problem for the government is the 
need to balance the interests of both business and the trade unions in defining the 
government's approach to partnership (and we have seen trade union movement distance 
itself from labour in recent years). 
Ackers and Payne (1998) allude to what they term the "riddle of interpretation" caused by 
government's eagerness to please both business and the trade union movement. In dOing 
they have de-emphasised partnership's pluralist, collectivist and statutory connotations 
and have instead emphasised its unitarist, individualistic and voluntarist underpinnings. 
Labour's pOSition reflects a sensitivity to the predominantly unitarist and voluntarist attitude 
of British industry. It could be argued that partnership will mean giving power and 
influence back to the union and therefore, for partnership to work there needs to be a re­
balancing of the scales, to equalise the employment relationship, once again. Hence, in 
recent years the concept of a more balanced employment relationship has attracted 
support from unions and the government in the UK; see for example the TUC's report on 
partnership and the government's Employment Relations Act (1999). 
2.3.3) Accommodation with Europe: European Model of Social Partnership. 
It has been argued that in recent years there appears to be more support for a European 
dimension in industrial relations propelled by the signing of the 'Social Chapter' by Blair's 
New Labour government when they came to power in 1997. As a result, the future 
direction of developments in Europe is likely to have a profound effect and put Significant 
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pressure on employee relations in the UK. This is not something that can be ignored. 
British employers need to come to terms with extensive and far-reaching employment 
legislation and an uncertain future in respect of the further influence that Europe will have. 
Europe's strong regulatory traditions are bound to have an impact and it has been argued 
will mean an end to the 'voluntarism' of the past century (Sisson, 1999). A I<.ey feature of 
any changes from the European dimension will be statutory minimum standards, 
combined with sufficient flexibility to allow effective local implementation in member 
states. 
A greater awareness of alternative models from Europe has helped to increase interest in 
the partnership concept (Marchington, 1998: 208). Sisson (1999) considers the European 
social model and suggests that it has strong similarities with the partnership agreements 
that are surfacing in the UK. He provides a convincing argument to back up his claim; 
however, it could be argued that further empirical research into this is advisable. 
Evidence so far does suggest that we are seeing a convergence in terms of UK and EU 
industrial relations. The term 'Europeanisation of IR' is a phrase that has been coined. 
While this close association has helped to encourage experimentation in the UK with 
partnership agreements, the potential failure of European Work Councils, for example, 
could so easily lead to loss of faith in partnership too (Marchington, 1998). 
In conclusion, drawn from the rhetoric of the European model (if not an exact template), 
social partnership between unions and employers is an alternative perspective which is 
relevant and is seen by some as the way forward for Britain (Monks, 1993). Established in 
Germany and Sweden, the concept has been seen in these countries as a way to afford 
unions more power and influence and has given unions an extensive role in both society 
and industrial spheres (Salamon, 1998:110/111). The implications of the government's 
approach will be further considered when examining the introduction of partnership in the 
National Health Service (NHS). 
2.3.4) Transformation or Nothing New: The Development of Partnership 
In attempting to understand the subtle meaning of partnership thus trying to place 
partnership in context, authors have tried to distinguish it from what has gone before and 
out of this discussion has developed contrasting debates surrounding whether the 
concept of partnership in the current context veers more towards sameness or difference. 
This debate is also mirrored in the US with debates on whether it represents either the 
transformation of industrial relations (Kochen et ai, 1986) or nothing new (Dunlop, 1986). 
Various writers have argued that partnership is nothing new but just a way of focussing 
new debates (Guest and Peccei, 2001) and giving the subject a renewed emphasis. 
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Haynes and Allen (1999) draw attention to examples in history that lead to this situation 
where co-operation has been encouraged. The authors tracked through the common 
interest committees of the 19th century, World War two and the Joint production and 
advisory committees and then in the 1960s it was the turn of productivity bargaining, while 
the 1970's saw the revival of joint consultation. In the 60's / 70's, a tripartite consensus 
was the approach being advocated and the government tried to legitimise this by setting 
up the Donovan commission (1968) and the Bullock committee provided a model of union 
management co-operation. 
According to Coupar & Stevens (1998) these previous examples of developing union 
management co-operation have not met with much success. Beardwell (1998) argues 
that a lack of mutuality can be blamed for much of the failure of legislation in the 70's to 
improve co-operation. It seemed to be the case that the national level consensus was not 
penetrating the workplace, where adversarialism and confrontation was still the order of 
the day. This is the danger with the new model of partnership emerging in the 21 st 
century, there will be a situation where there is good will at the national level but the 
question is whether it is making a significant contribution to people at the workplace? 
What is different with the consensus developing in the 90's compared with that of the 
70's? Morgan (1986:117) suggests that "In Britain, generations of social change and class 
conflict often perpetuate antagonistic divisions in the workplace that no amount of 
conciliation and management techniques seem able to overcome". Therefore, doubts 
have been cast to what extent partnership can be developed. 
It could therefore be argued that it is nothing new but instead perhaps the latest 
manifestation in a long line of initiatives that have sought to improve co-operation 
amongst management and workers. On the other hand, the transformation side of the 
debate argues that partnership is actually fundamentally different in terms of the values 
and culture that it espouses. According to Sisson (1999) there will come a time when it 
needs to be categorically stated that partnership involves a collective employee voice. 
Otherwise it will become indistinguishable from HRM which has preceded it. It is therefore 
important to distinguish the term from the unitarist and managerial initiated EI schemes of 
the past. Through these discussions the clear message is that partnership is a complex 
phenomenon that gains much of its meaning from the context within which it develops. 
Despite this understanding of where the idea of partnership originates, there remains 
some confusion around what exactly it is. 
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2.4) PARTNERSHIP THE CONCEPT - MEANING AND DEFINITIONS IN A UK 
CONTEXT. 
Several authors have attempted to provide a definition of partnership but there is no 
consensus of what it means in practice and it therefore needs clarification (Ackers and 
Payne, 1998, Hutchinson, 1999, Haynes and Allen, 1999, TUe, 1999, Bacon & Storey, 
2000, Knell, 1999, Brown, 2000). Moreover, because there is no commonly held 
definition, the term is necessarily wide-ranging and diffused in both unionised and non­
unionised contexts (Beardwell, 1998b); and different writers embrace assorted definitions 
based on what they understand by the term or how they perceive partnership and 
therefore tend to emphasise potentially diverse elements and dimensions of the concept 
(Guest and Peccei, 2001). 
Clarification is made more difficult, as it appears to connect to a host of other similar 
concepts such as Stakeholding (Marks et ai, 1998 ). Ackers and Payne (1998) argue that 
social partnership represents the application of Stakeholder Theory to the employment 
relationship. The principles of this theory can be utilised to investigate whether social 
partnership is a viable strategy as it 'reflects the need for people to be more involved in 
their work and to share the results of improved performance' (Stephens, 1996: 24). 
According to Ackers & Payne (1998) relationships built under the stakeholder concept 
(partnerships sister term) are not about one group dominating others, nor of parties forced 
into a compromise because of the other side's power over them but a vision of shared 
problem solving, hence improving the relationship by building trust and ensuring 
expectations are met. This boils down to the importance of a healthy psychological 
contract. Ackers & Payne (1998) even goes as far as to describe stakeholding as the 
anti-thesis of a unitarist, individualistic and voluntaristic employment relationship. 
As partnership operates at different levels and in different forms and contexts, this could 
also help to explain the confusion surrounding its meaning and the different interpretations 
that have been placed on it. For example, partnership at a national level means a 
tripartite discussion involving the government, employers and unions on a fair and open 
basis (IRS, 1998, Munro & Rainbird, 2000). 
Bacon and Storey (2000) still claim that there is a lack of explanation from the government 
about what partnership actually means. The authors suggest that most understanding of 
partnership will come from the workers and managers involved in employment 
relationships on the shop-floor; this will involve examining the actions of the participants in 
the partnership arrangement. Hence, developing a definition from practice is important to 
capture the nuances of the partnership approach (Haynes and Allen, 1999, Knell, 1999). 
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Heaton et al (2000) argues from a conceptual basis that management and union's 
understanding of partnership changes over time, and management, trade union 
representatives and employees are developing competing perspectives of the term. 
Guest and Peccei's (1998) survey research discovered that management and union views 
on partnership remain contradictory, which reinforces this view. For example, 
management tends to see partnership from a unitarist perspective, emphasising common 
employee and company goals. However, the implication is that unions would view 
partnership more from a pluralist perspective in line with the union movements' 
philosophy. It could be summarised from this that the important issue is not what people 
understand by the term but it is the differences in the parties' perceptions or 
understanding that is the significant factor. 
In employee relations' terms partnership can be seen as a broad-brush approach based 
on a positive employment relationship rooted in the search for compromise. In general, it 
can be considered as a relationship between employer and employees based on mutual 
acceptance of differing interests, which include a shared commitment to the success of 
the enterprise and high levels of trust. In addition, the concept is increasingly used to 
indicate good relations between employer and employee and reflects the need for 
increased involvement in work and the sharing of the results of improved performance 
(Ackers and Payne, 1998). 
Both practitioners and academics struggle with the term 'partnership' and it has been 
described as an ambiguous concept that has shifting meaning (Ackers and Payne, 1998; 
Haynes & Allen, 1999, TUe, 2000, Bacon & Storey, 2000). Therefore several 
commentators have attempted to develop clarity by exploring both the conceptual threads 
and practical aspects of this complex phenomenon. 
2.4.1) Conceptualising and Categorising Partnership 
Ackers and Payne (1998) was one of the first papers to attempt to unravel the complex 
conceptual threads of partnership in order to provide a guide to the meaning of 
partnership, the forms it may take and opportunities and challenges that it poses for trade 
unions. In doing so the authors consider the motives behind partnership and what this 
could mean to the parties involved. In establishing relevant conceptual tools, the authors 
identify Fox's (1966, 1974) frames of reference of unitarism and pluralism as significant 
concepts. The authors envisage the usage of the rhetoric of social partnership as either a 
unitaris.t ploy to further weaken the influence of trade union or as one of three distinct yet 
overlapping forms of pluralism. 
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1) 	 Minimal pluralist voluntarist, (a revised version of voluntarist collective-bargaining) 
where partnership is seen as a stable, collaborative relationship between capital and 
labour as represented by an independent relationship and providing for significant 
employee influence over business decisions through robust collective bargaining. The 
authors maintain that this interpretation of partnership reworks post-war pluralism as 
described by Flanders (1974) and Clegg (1979) and in doing so shifts emphasis from 
70s conflict-resolution to a 90s vision of consensus building. 
2) 	 Industrial democracy is characterised by German co-determination and regards 
partnership as an institutional arrangement for providing robust forms of worker 
participation in organisational decision making through "consultative committee or 
board level representation, other than or in addition to collective bargaining"(Ackers 
and Payne, 1998:533). 
3) 	 State corporatist (a wider tripartite state corporatism) based on the European model, 
where partnership is defined as a tripartite arrangement, at a national or a 
supranational level between the social partners, thus allowing a union voice in 
employment and social policy. 
Finally, the authors state that all three types of partnership may co-exist, exist in complete 
isolation or alternatively be a mix of all three. 
In further attempts to unravel the complexity of potential meanings attached to partnership 
Guest and Peccei (2001) refer to three intellectual positions, and as with Ackers and 
Payne (1998) they use the perspective of unitarism and pluralism to describe what type of 
partnership is on offer. The first partnership perspective presented is 'firmly rooted in a 
pluralist frame of reference where there is an acknowledgement of differing interests 
between the employer and employee; and is closely linked to the phenomenon of 
workplace representation in Europe e.g. works councils. As implied a key characteristic of 
this approach is the use of various forms of indirect participation through representatives 
to facilitate an independent employee voice. The second perspective on partnership is 
embedded in a unitarist framework that explicitly seeks to integrate employer and 
employee interests into an ideology of one team lone position and manifests itself in 
organisational attempts to maximise employee involvement in and commitment to the 
establishment. 
Within this tradition, Guest and Peccei (2001) identify two different paths developing out of 
this perspective. The first emphasises the opportunities that the organisation gives its 
employees that allows them a financial stake in the organisation's success, while the 
second path places more emphasis on the individual's contribution to the day to day 
operations i.e. job participation. As can be seen this form of partnership resonates much 
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more clearly with the employee involvement initiatives of the past and therefore a 
managerial frame of reference that could potentially lead to low levels of trust. The third 
and final perspective is termed the hybrid approach. This is because, while having its 
basis firmly within pluralist assumptions, it at the same time recognises the importance of 
both indirect (representative systems) and direct participation, thus pragmatically seeing 
the benefits and complementary nature of such an approach. In exemplifying the hybrid 
approach Guest and Peccei point towards the Mutual Gains approach popularised in the 
US (See Kochan and Osterman, 1994; Kochan et ai, 1986). The approach provides for a 
strong role for formalised representative arrangements in order to sustain the relationship 
and control management prerogative and prevent employer manipulation. 
Individualism I Collectivism 
Social partnership may also be conceived in either collectivist of individualist terms and as 
Bacon and Storey (1996) argue is more likely to be a combination of the two. However, 
the question of what exact balance does partnership strike between them, remains a 
crucial consideration for union strategy. Since this time there has been further research 
that has attempted to examine how organisations have managed these decisions. For 
example, Bacon and Storey (2000) found in their study of organisations that were 
considering striking that balance in favour of individualism, managers were cautious after 
initial enthusiasm for the replacement of trade unions. Further discussion on the actual 
balance between individualism and collectivism and the extent to which organisations are 
replacing representative participation via the union with seeking direct relationships with 
their employees will be returned to later in the chapter when considering the theme of 
Employee voice. It can be concluded that there is no ready made system that works in all 
areas (cf Stuart and Martinez Lucio, 2002). These studies also suggest that the form that 
the partnership takes is directly dependent on the architects of these arrangements i.e. 
the management and union agenda. 
The above discussion suggests that conceptually there are many different interrelated 
types of partnership that could potentially exist. All three of the above studies suggest that 
a mixture is more likely and has lead to research into the exact balance between unitarism 
and pluralism in practice. Despite the contribution of the above studies there is still a lack 
of conceptual clarity (Kelly, 2001). However it could be argued that this is a necessity as it 
characterises the diversity of partnership arrangements. Despite this there is still the 
need for researchers to be able to find a way to measure genuine partnership in order to 
be able to assess partnership outcomes and this has led to further research into an 
attempt to distinguish between genuine and counterfeit partnership arrangement (see 
Wray, 2005). 
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Kelly (2004) argues that to advance our understanding of partnership and its outcomes, it 
is important to distinguish between different types of arrangements. He proposes 
distinguishing between an 'employer-dominated agreement' at one end of a continuum 
reflecting an employer agenda and employee compliance and at the other end the 'Iabor­
parity agreement', where there is a more even balance of power and a jOint agenda. By 
considering these agreements at the ends of a continuum based on the balance of power 
between the parties, important comparisons allow the prediction of different sets of 
outcomes. For example, Kelly (2004) argues theoretically that changes in power 
resources could lead to either genuine cooperation with the delivery of mutual gains or 
employer dominated agreements that are based on management coercion and union 
compliance. 
2.5) APPROACHES TO PARTNERSHIP 
As argued by Sisson (1999), the more case study research and survey evidence that 
emerges, the more complexity is revealed and Kelly (2005) also echoes this in his critical 
account of the partnership literature arguing that "the literature on partnership in Britain is 
growing rapidly and has become increasingly diverse" (189). Despite this, few attempts 
have been made to draw research together into anything meaningful or comprehensive in 
terms of models and frameworks. The concept itself, and possible frameworks and 
models are still being developed. Organisations can claim to be working in partnership 
with the unions but it is impossible to judge effectively what partnership is, as no common 
or definitive framework or model exists that has been empirically tested and rigorously 
analysed. As noted above, definitions are necessarily vague because of the inherent 
ambiguity of partnership (cf Dietz, 2004). This ambiguity is also extended beyond the 
theoretical debate to the research evidence. This could help explain the existence of 
conflicting debates and evidence arising from research of partnership in practice. 
I n the lig ht of these conclusions Dietz (2004) argues that a definition shou Id therefore 
describe a set of organisational characteristics and practices that do justice to the idea of 
partnership and are readily observable in order to be able to verify a genuine example in 
practice. He goes on to suggest that there are two definitions that can be used to do this, 
the IPA and TUC partnership principles. These principles are set out below. 
2.5.1) The Principles of Partnership 
The involvement and Participation Association 
The current emergence of discussion and research on social partnership in the UK can be 
tracked back to the publication of the report of the Involvement and Participation 
Association (IPA) entitled Towards Industrial Partnership', in September 1992. It has 
been argued that the IPA has made an important contribution to the debate on 
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partnership. According to Coupar and Stevens (1998) it could be recognised as the most 
comprehensive model to date; and also the most systematic attempt to define partnership 
in a UK context (Guest and Peccei, 2001). The IPAs 2nd report in 1996 renewed their call 
to companies to promote partnership and the association is still very prominent in the 
promotion of partnership. Gradually more and more companies have signed up to it and 
added their weight and support to the drive towards partnership and a more co-operative 
stance. 
The IPA reports set out the principles or common aims that form a proposal that was 
aimed at encouraging wider discussion on the topic. The IPA see partnership developing 
in four key areas and suggests that employers, employees, and their representatives need 
to rethink their relationship to take account of the changed context. The four areas 
include: 
1) Employment security (e.g. Non-compulsory redundancy policies). 
2) Sharing in the organisation's success (Fair financial and non-financial rewards). 
3) Information, consultation and employee involvement (e.g. level and type of information 
sharing, problem solving groups, team briefing). 
4) Workforce representation (e.g. Employee councils). 
As partnership is an elusive concept the elements of the IPA approach can be used as 
benchmarks to measure and identify partnership working. The IPA approach while 
considering principles and commitments does not consider what barriers to partnership 
exist. It could be argued that the IPA approach is based on practice in organisations that 
have been highlighted as demonstrating best practice. Therefore the approach does not 
take account of the constraints that employment security guarantees might bring for 
example. It could be argued that a wider ranging conception is needed. The important 
aspect of this is to recognise that partnership does not offer any guarantees and it can't 
be too inflexible in its formation. Instead partnership is about how the both parties deal 
with difficult situations such as job loss in a high trust environment. It is about the union 
and management being realistic and working together to come to a win I win solution. 
Also it is about both sides being more open and honest and management involving the 
union before a decision is made, i.e. at the earliest opportunity. 
The Trade Union Congress (TUC) principles 
The TUC has outlined six principles that it believes should underpin the partnership 
approach and provides evidence of how these workplace partnerships have been 
beneficial to both workers and employers in practice (TUC, 1997). These principles are: 
1. Commitment to the success of the organisation. 
2. Recognition of the legitimate interests of each partner. 
43 

3. Commitment to employment security. 
4. A focus on the quality of working life (QWL). 
5. Transparency, open information sharing. 
6. Adding value to the partners' agendas. 
(Cave and Coats, 1999). 
The role of these principles set out above has not been to create a 'rigid blueprint' or a 
model agreement, but to attempt to set a standard that unions and employers can apply to 
best suit their individual circumstances. The TUC has quite rightly highlighted the need, 
not for a model agreement but an ideal standard to work towards (a checklist). The TUC 
partnership principles are also important to consider, although it should not be forgotten 
that they have been perceived from very much a trade union perspective; which is likely to 
amount to an inflexible or at least one-sided approach. For example to illustrate this point, 
in its reports (TUC, 1997; 1999) collective bargaining is fiercely defended, while at the 
same time the necessity and value for partnership of such mechanisms has been 
questioned (Beaumont, 1990, Marks et ai, 1998). 
It is hoped that trade unions can engage with management change and then use the 
process to improve trade union members' interests. It is clear that the TUC feel that 
social partnership guarantees a role for unions in the change process; and that they have 
taken on board the commitments identified by the IPA and recognises that that unions can 
engage with management and still retain their independence. 
Conclusion 
The traditional industrial relations climate associated with confrontational trade unionism 
may no longer be appropriate. Social partnership has been presented in the literature as 
involving an ideological shift from this adversarial framework of employment relationships 
to ones based on a more co-operative style (e.g. Overall, 1997; Munro & Rainbird, 2000). 
It seems sensible to ask whether this ideological movement is indicative also of a shift in 
practice from distributive to integrative bargaining (e.g. see Roper, 2001), from bargaining 
to consultation or even to problem solving in regulating the employment relationship. The 
quality of the relationship will be important and whether there is genuine two-way dialogue 
between the parties. 
As stated above, it is important to be able to assess whether the partnership on offer is 
genuine or counterfeit and this importance has been acknowledged by a number of 
commentators (McBride and Stirling, 2002, Dietz, 2004, Wray, 2004, Kelly, 2004). 
Furthermore, Kelly (2005: 189) argues many studies have tended to be confined to the 
empirical evaluation of policy in order to test the claims being made about partnership in 
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the literature. However, it is not just principles but the practices that are important. The 

next section will assess partnership principles against the reality and then examines the 

findings of various studies that have explored the links between partnership principles and 

practices. 

2.6) PARTNERSHIP PRACTICES. 

As we have seen partnership can be broken down into distinct elements and partnership 

needs to be investigated from a general level and also each individual element to 

ascertain in what combinations these elements appear. 

Guest and Peccei (1998; 2001) present an integrated framework for analysing partnership 

at work, emphasising principles, practices and outcomes and has been used to help 

structure debates in the area (cf Heaton et ai, 2002). Until the Guest and Peccei study 

discussion was based primarily on the principles underlying a partnership approach. The 

authors make it clear that previous studies have been a useful focus for thinking about 

partnership. However they have left uncertain the precise content of partnership, and in 

doing so ignore the practices that must be in place for an organisation to claim to be 

practising partnership. The author's analysis goes further than just identifying partnership 

practices to consider the analysis of the relationship between the principles and these 

practices in order to fill the identified gap in recent research. Guest and Peccei (1998; 

2001) examine how partnership is developing and have attempted to determine which 

principles and practices are significant in terms of the outcomes that they produce. These 

principles and practices provide a benchmark for organisations to use in determining their 

progress towards partnership. Hence, this implies that it is possible from this to highlight 

good and bad partnership practice in terms of whether they produce performance gains. 

From a survey based study of human resource directors and senior trade union 

representatives at IPA membership organisations, the findings identified four main 

principles (good treatment of employees now and in the future; empowerment: creating 

the opportunity for employee contribution; employee rights and benefits; employee 

responsibilities) and eight classes of practices. More importantly the survey found some 

support for certain principles and practices that were associated with greater progress 

towards partnership and there was also evidence of a clustering effect. The study 

highlighted that it was the combination of partnership practices that led to the most 

positive outcomes. 

The authors warned of a danger with organisations being too selective in their choice of 

practices as not all practices lead to positive outcomes and some do not when applied in 

isolation. For example this was acute when considering the balance between direct and 
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indirect forms of participation. Indirect participation had no significant positive effect on 
employee's attitude and behaviour and in isolation even had a negative impact on sales 
and profits. The implications of this for the mix of practices and mutual gains will be 
discussed in more detail in later sections. 
As stated the content partnership is imprecise and therefore in attempting to identify the 
practices associated with partnership, Knell (1999) considered 'New Management 
Practices' studied in the WERS98 survey and compared this to what has been happening 
in his "fifteen case study organisations. His findings highlighted more similarities than 
there were differences in the sets of practices identified in the study. The main practices 
associated with partnership in practice were formally designated teams, team briefing, 
performance appraisal of non-managerial employees and problem solving groups. 
2.6.1) Employee Voice 
Partnership involves attempting to build new structures and new employee voice 
mechanisms to foster participation and involvement. Therefore, it will be important to 
examine the effectiveness of and the form that these structures will take, as these are 
essential to the development of partnership. Employee voice is often alluded to as a pre­
requisite for partnership and it is more than a technical exercise as it requires social and 
cultural changes at a broader societal level (Martinez and Stuart, 2005:271). 
In terms of the IPA and TUC principles Dietz (2004:8) argues that both definitions are 
similar in content with some form of involvement accompanied by an open and honest 
information exchange will be common, but some elements can be interpreted differently. 
A key point of departure is that the IPA definition allows for the existence of non-unionised 
forms of partnership. While both approaches agree that the form of involvement will 
involve mix of direct and indirect forms (accepting that the exact mix will be dependent on 
the organisation), it is still not clear what this mix will involve. This question has led to a 
number of studies researching into what forms and the specific balance this mix will take. 
Forms of employee voice. 
The position and form that employee voice mechanisms take in partnership are a major 
debate that continues in the partnership literature. Various studies have examined both 
the type of participation arrangement and the mix that these structures will take. 
Beardwell (1998) suggests that partnership will result from having an effective mix of 
mechanisms for employee voice; but the question remains in what combination these 
mechanisms will appear. Dietz (2004:8) argues more specifically that continuous joint 
problem solving throughout the organisation is central to partnership. 
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Guest and Peccei (1998) have argued that there is a mixture of practices that partnership 
organisations exhibit, such as direct participation, indirect (representative) participation, 
flexibility arrangements, performance management, financial participation, harmonisation, 
communication and employment security. The authors conclude that in the partnership 
organisations studied there was an increase in the range of HR practices adopted; 
however, they also reported a lower incidence of both direct participation in work 
decisions and indirect participation in organisational decisions. 
Collectivism versus Individualism (Direct vs. Indirect Participation). 
In addition to the research into the exact mix of employee voice it is important to consider 
the wider debate into management choices of whether to operate with or without trade 
unions and whether the emphasis is on collective or individual employee voice 
mechanisms. It is uncertain whether this is a stark decision between one and the other, 
or about finding a balance between them. Studies have been examining the shifting 
emphasis between collectivism and individualism (e.g. see Munro 2002; Heaton et ai, 
2001, Bach, 2004 in a NHS context). 
Bacon and Storey (2000) in their study on management approaches to re-shaping 
industrial relations found that moves to individualised relations did not lead to either union 
de-recognition or secure partnerships and managers were finding it difficult to find the 
appropriate balance between dealing with individuals and maintaining collective 
relationships with trade unions. More recently (Ackers, et ai, 2005) in providing a follow 
up to a previous study on management policy towards organisational participation (see 
Marchington et ai, 1993); this new study examines the trends developing in a policy 
environment now favourable to partnership. The authors argue that the relationship 
between employee involvement (i.e. individual relations) and trade unions is never 
straightforward, but organisations promoting partnership are finding a way to bridge the 
gap between direct and indirect participation. The implication of this for trade unions was 
also considered and will be discussed in more detail in the following section (Trade unions 
and Partnership). 
Partnership: With or without unions. 
Ackers et al (2005) argue that partnership theory suggests that union involvement can 
make employee involvement more effective for management and trade unions and that 
employees tend to enjoy more genuine participation when trade unions are present (see 
Wood et ai, 1999). Indeed, Bryson (2001) found that employees were more committed if 
they had a positive perception of the trade union. However, certain studies (including their 
own) have found evidence to the contrary, for example Peccei et al (2005) in their study 
examining the impact of information disclosure on organisational performance found that 
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on the whole positive effects were less in union settings and in situations where unions 
are strong. 
2.7) TRADE UNIONS AND CHANGE. 
The purpose of the following section is to set out the scene of developing relationships 
between management and unions and how partnership is played out. The section will 
consider the challenges of union strategy towards partnership and the implications that 
partnership has for trade unions and their renewal. In dOing so, the challenges faced by 
the trade union movement will be reviewed and the options that trade unions have to 
revive their fortunes. The debate between the critics and advocates of partnership will be 
introduced and finally an assessment of the evidence on whether partnership delivers 
positive outcomes for the union will be given. Much of the research examines partnership 
in unionised environments and deals with the issues that affect them; this is not wholly 
surprising as there are not that many companies where a non-union partnership exists 
(Dietz, 2004). 
2.7.1) What challenges do unions face? 
Union decline caused by management actions, anti-union laws of the Thatcher years and 
structural changes have all helped to put the nails in the union movement's coffin. These 
trends have accumulated to form an unfavourable environment for the union. All this has 
led to the union needing a new 'raison d'etre' (Ackers et ai, 1996). Therefore, it is clear 
that the trade union movement don't only have to address the membership decline but 
also the erosion of their legitimacy. Terry (2003) argues that union decline can be 
explained by a number of reasons around the issue of union weakness, including 
ineffectiveness, weakening / changing of collective bargaining structures, decentralisation 
and management offensive on union influence. These aspects are of continuing 
importance under partnership. 
When considering the impact of the Employment Relations Act, Gall (2000:26) argues 
that despite criticisms that unions have levelled at the Act, there is evidence to suggest 
that it has "helped to revive their fortunes". However, they still have a long way to go to 
reverse their decline. Membership decline has been a common feature now for the trade 
unions and remains a challenge with unions facing an uncertain future. According to 
Monks (1993) the two major challenges facing unions are the reversal of membership 
decline and the extension of collective bargaining. He contends that partnership with 
management is the answer to these challenges as long as it is underpinned by the TUG's 
six partnership principles which signify genuine partnership initiatives. 
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In the past trade unionism has been synonymous with trouble making but in recent years 
unions have made a conscious effort to throw off this old image and reposition 
themselves in order to survive in the new environment; and this new approach was 
thought to be best achieved by working in partnership with employers. It will involve 
changing people's perceptions of the movement and to encourage stakeholders to see 
the union as the solution and not the cause of the countries or companies problems (TUC, 
1997). Change is inevitable and is recognised by the trade union movement (TUC, 
1994:9). 
Allen (1999) suggests that it is imperative for unions to address the concerns of individual 
members and he maintains that a legitimate trade union role in today's organisation is the 
protection and maintenance of members' employability. To counter the calls from unions 
that individualism is the enemy to be avoided, Allen has actually suggested that "nurturing 
individuality is not the same as promoting individualism" (IRS, 1999). It is clear that the 
strategiC choices that unions are facing are fraught with difficulties. The following section 
will set out the strategies open to the union and will go on to examine the implications of 
these choices for trade unions. 
2.7.2) Union strategy 
A crucial feature of the unions' future is how they respond to the changing demands of the 
new environment. Several writers have commented on future alternative scenarios and 
have classified the unions' responses (see Hyman, 1994; Guest, 1995; Kelly, 1996; 1998). 
All these writers have agreed that in order to survive the union must be more pragmatic 
and realistic. However, there appears to be some disagreement about what is the best 
approach for the union, to continue along traditional lines, or to embrace a partnership 
agenda. 
In response to the far reaching changes experienced in the last decade the trade union 
movement began its New Realism campaign. This involved the presentation of a 'softer, 
friendlier image to employers and workers (Ackers et al (1996). However instead of 
seeing it in a positive light some authors (e.g. Ackers and Payne, 1998) see 'New 
Realism' as involving a defensive and reactive strategy of accommodation to the reality of 
declining union power and rising power / control. It could therefore be argued that the 
new rhetoric espoused by the TUC offers unions a central role in the development of 
partnership to counteract these earlier strategies. The implication being that the unions 
are in a more proactive position which is built on foundations of union strength. 
Partnership requires a strategic rather than a purely defensive response; to rely on the 
nature of workplace unionism and its traditions will not be enough. There are two basic 
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policy routes available to the unions (co-operation or militancy) that have been presented 
(Katz, 1988; Kelly, 1996/1998). 
Research into unions in the past has concentrated on investigating the causes of union 
behaviour, but now there has been a shift in emphasis towards examining union strategy 
to reflect the increasing emphasis and interest in the practice of union strategy. Inevitably 
this has led to an increased interest in attempting to categorise union strategies and 
typologies. As is usually the case it is unlikely that individual strategies will conform into 
neatly identified types. However it is still useful to analyse overlapping dimensions of union 
strategies in an attempt to understand it. 
Boxhali and Haynes (1997) argue that the conceptualisation of strategic management in 
trade unions has been slow. In examining union strategy the strategic choice perspective 
has been used widely (see Boxhall and Haynes, 1997). This is a useful conceptual 
framework to use in order to examine the strategic choices of unions in this new modern 
context. Kelly (1997) however argues that the strategic choice perspective tends to de­
emphasise the structural constraints on trade union action, such as union strength I 
effectiveness and management hostility and the strategic choice approach assumes that 
unions can and do develop internally consistent strategies and therefore ignores the 
potential problems and constraints that may be faced by unions in building strategies, 
such as a lack of appropriate skills. 
2.8) TRADE UNIONS AND PARTNERSHIP 
Advocates of the partnership concept claim that union growth can be realised through 
working in partnership instead of in conflict with management. The positive stance 
espoused by some researchers has been seized by trade union organisations in the UK, 
and labelled as the answer to trade union renewal. 
Unions see social partnership as a valid approach to the management of employee 
relations and see it as the way forward for the movement, a means of revival after 
Thatcher's damaging years in government and declining membership. Partnership can be 
viewed as a response to the changing times and can be seen as part of the union 
movements' strategy labelled the 'New Unionism'. 
2.8.1) New unionism 
In 1994 the TUC was re-Iaunched under a new general secretary John Monks who has 
strongly influenced the views and approach of the trade union movement as a whole. As 
Heery (1998) explains the re-Iaunch was a deliberate attempt to act strategically, which 
may actually explain why there has been an increased interest in union strategy in recent 
years in both theory and practice (see Boxhall and Haynes, 1997). 
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Heery (1998) identifies two distinct elements of the movement's future. 1) Social 
Partnership; 2) Organising model. However, he perceives a potential tension between 
aggressive union campaigning and social partnership, as he sees them as two competing 
strategies (for support see Danford et al,2002). Heery (1998) argues that these are 
separate strategies, one influenced by developments in Europe and the other strong in 
Australia and the US. He considers them to be contradictory and what is more, no definite 
decision has been made on the most appropriate route to take, thus leading to confusion. 
Another view is that instead of two competing strategies they could be seen as 
complementary, that is to say there remains a need for a stronger union presence (for 
support see Haynes and Allen, 2001) and an increased membership in order to ensure 
survival and credibility as a representative organisation. Therefore, this is in contrast to 
earlier TUC strategies advocating a reactive and passive accommodation with capital (of 
which Ackers and Payne (1998) argue that social partnership is a way out of this). 
The organising focus of the new strategy was launched under the banner of the 'New 
Unionism' Campaign in 1996. The aim of this campaign was to maintain a plausible 
position and improve representation of employees, in order to reverse union decline and 
encourage new categories of worker. This was followed in 1998 with the opening of the 
organising academy, whose aim it was to teach and renew emphasis on training in 
recruitment and organising techniques. In order to realise its representative strategy it was 
necessary to build more links and broaden contacts, in what Heery (1998) describes as a 
renewed "appetite for alliance building and networking" (344) to improve effectiveness 
without compromising its independence. This can be seen therefore as part of a wider 
campaign for social partnership, around establishing common ground and sharing 
resources to further the unions' interest. 
2.8.2) Partnership and Organising: Conflicting or complementary strategies 
Heery (2002) evaluates these two alternative proposals for union renewal and examines 
how and whether they have diffused. Heery (2002) argues that while these two union 
responses have different assumptions and are presented as alternative routes, they are 
often fused in union policy. Therefore the study aimed to investigate whether partnership 
and organising can complement one another in a combined strategy for renewal. Despite 
these possibilities, the tensions between these potentially opposing routes can not be 
under-estimated (Heery, 2002; Danford et ai, 2002). However, the review highlighted 
ways that these strategies could successfully be combined. One possibility was of 
marrying the two agendas so that they might draw on the strengths of both approaches, 
by linking a broadening of the representation agenda and extending union influence with 
the organisation of the workforce and building their capacity for collective action. 
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Danford et al (2002) also draw attention to the tensions between the strands of the TUC's 
new unionism campaign of 'Partnership' and 'Organising' as strategies of union renewal, 
but unlike Heery (2002) and Haynes and Allen (2001) the authors argue that these 
strands are not complementary at the workplace level. The authors suggest that by 
following a partnership approach, this is at the expense of the organising route for trade 
unions. Instead of positive outcomes, the study found that partnership relationships lead 
senior activists to become detached from union members, and it discourages member 
participation and mobilisation. 
Militant or moderate union strategies: What is needed for union renewal? 
An interrelated debate is whether unions take a militant or moderate approach to their 
dealings with management and the implications that these choices can have for trade 
union renewal. A militant approach is said to be associated with organising and union 
strength, whereas a moderate approach is associated with partnership and union 
weakness. Kelly (1996), for example, suggested that a moderate approach was 
synonymous with union weakness and was brought on by employee apathy because of 
union ineffectiveness. More specifically, he argues that erodes the union's capacity and 
willingness to resist. However, while Terry (2003) argues that it is undeniable that 
partnership reflects union weakness, he goes on to argue that even if the evidence shows 
that partnership reflects unionism on management terms that this is still unionism in some 
form. The debate about the merits of moderation versus militancy has developed into the 
wider critique of social partnership (Bacon and Blyton, 2002). 
Bacon and Blyton (2002) argue that contrary to Kelly's (1996) argument (i.e. that militancy 
delivers more advantages than moderation for union survival), moderation may not 
necessarily weaken workplace organisation. Instead their study reported positive evidence 
of the benefits that a moderate approach might bring. The research used survey based 
data from two unions, one moderate (ISTC) and one militant (Transport and General 
Workers Union - TGWU) to test Kelly's argument and concluded that there is no one best 
strategy for union renewal. For example the authors argue that mobilisation is not the only 
viable strategy because in certain contexts unions can gain through co-operation. The 
study indicates that while militancy is associated with stronger union organisation and 
activity and greater engagement with management in both solving workplace problems 
and issues concerned with long term business strategy, their study shows no evidence 
that a militant union approach will impact significantly workers terms and conditions. 
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2.8.3) Assessing Partnership as a viable union Strategy: Implications for trade 
unions. 
Critics of social partnership argue that unions are becoming incorporated into a 
managerialist frame of reference and are therefore selling themselves out to 
management. In doing so it has been suggested that this would undermine the union's 
potential for solidarity and the mobilisation of their resources (Black and Ackers, 1994). 
This view equates partnership with union weakness and objects to moderation as a trade 
union strategy because of the employers' hostility towards the union. It is argued that in 
this hostile environment unions are in no position to challenge employers' exploitation and 
instead search for issues where common ground can be found (Kelly, 1996; 1998). As 
stated above, Kelly (1996) argues that militant rather than moderate trade union policies 
are more likely to secure union survival and renewal. The implication here is that 
partnership does not necessarily secure the future of the trade union movement. 
Mobilisation theory for example, argues that the best approach to ensure that the 
movement survives is not through social partnership, but through mobilisation of their 
resources against the employer. 
A counter argument is provided by Ackers and Payne (1998) who argue that while hostility 
is apparent, it is by no means universal; and changes in the public policy debate may lead 
to a warming of employers to the idea of social partnership. They suggest that 
partnership does in fact offer unions an opportunity for a positive and expansive role. 
Ackers and Payne (1998) argue that if unions rise to the challenge, social partnership can 
lead to positive outcomes for the trade union movement. In addition, Munro and Rainbird 
(2000) investigated single issue partnerships between employer and Unison on 'Return to 
learn'. There was evidence that positive outcomes had resulted in terms of increased 
membership and interest in the union. However, other studies (such as Marks et ai, 
1998) evidenced positive outcomes for the organisation as a whole. Marks et al (1998) 
claim that there are positive outcomes such as increased innovation in the labour process 
that results from more integrated approaches to partnership. However, the authors also 
warn about a range of industrial relations issues that remain problematic. For example, as 
Taylor and Ramsay (1998), the study found that partnership can bring threats to local 
union organisation and the trade union movement. 
Incorporation 
The above section suggests that while partnership can lead to positive outcomes, there 
remain concerns about the capacity of the union to renew themselves and survive through 
union growth. The renewal thesis can be used to examine the extent to which partnership 
signifies a positive future for the union. For example, to examine whether local union 
organisation can be renewed as members respond positively to the changes in 
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management union relations in the context of IR or in the union itself, by showing greater 
commitment and participating more actively in the union. On the other hand in the current 
context, this positive picture could be obscured by employee apathy in general and the 
negative perception of some employees believing that the unions are weak and in­
effective; they do not identify with the union and can no longer see the benefits of joining 
or becoming actively involved. As opposed to the optimistic renewal thesis, the 
incorporation thesis argues that members feel that union representatives identify more 
with management and are being distanced from their union role and their members. The 
link between mobilisation and the renewal thesis has already been observed by Danford 
and Upchurch (1999:4). It is based on the premise that union activism, rather than 
passiveness is the key to union growth. 
According to Rollinson (1991), the theory of incorporation "essentially hangs on a 
psychological separation, in which elite and rank and file have major differences in values, 
beliefs and attitudes". Rollinson's (1991) research provides inSights into the attitudes of 
shop stewards but does not question the rank and file. Therefore this highlights where 
further research is needed. It seems clear that the theory can not be tested without a 
comparison of both shop stewards and union members and perhaps even other levels 
within the union, as incorporation can not only occur at the workplace level but also at 
other levels within the union. 
Incorporation involves an emphasis on the contribution that unions can make to the 
bottom line (in terms of unions' abilities to encourage their membership to contribute to 
profitability) in return for organisational support. Danford and Upchurch (1999:15) 
research highlights the danger of incorporation and suggest that partnership may have led 
to a new 'micro-centralisation' and a situation where senior activists become incorporated 
into management decision-making, even if accompanied by a positive rise in union 
involvement. It could be argued that management are attempting to manipulate the union 
and dilute its power locally and the union therefore giving up the right to mobilise against 
the injustices of management decisions. The implication here is that unions are not 
effectively representing their members. As Beale (2005) found, partnership can limit the 
union's ability to act independently in building robust partnership relationships with 
managers. 
Union power 
When considering incorporation, union power is said to be derived largely from 
managerial support and legitimacy. According to Claydon (1998) incorporation involves 
union practices used to appeal to managers and bring them around to the unions own way 
of thinking to establish and maintain unionism. This could lead to renewal of the 
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movement but with what consequences? Flanders (1974) sums up the danger of 
incorporation's effect on the union, as he explains once trade unions appear to be acting 
as servants of employers or government they are bound to be written off by their own 
members. If unions are to maintain the support of their members, any co-operation with 
the employer must not come at the expense of effective representation of member's 
interests. In partnership Kelly (1996) suggests that unions advocate a moderate agenda 
which provide limited returns for their members. It could be argued that while partnership 
can guarantee institutional security of the unions, they are in danger of becoming tainted 
in the eyes of their members. Finally, incorporation and other negative outcomes are not 
inevitable but changes by the union are necessary and trade unions need to rise to the 
challenge. Their success in this will be dependent on the style of their approach and the 
capacity of the union to fulfil this. 
Partnership and Dual Commitment 
A counter view to the viability of partnership is the 'dual commitment' argument that has 
provided the frame work for social partnership in Germany and as Guest (1995) suggests 
social partnership is most likely to develop where a positive IR climate exists, in which 
both employer and union have distinct roles (Tailby and Winchester (2000). This view is 
reinforced by Snape et al (2000) who conclude that for social partnership to work dual 
commitment must exist. Roche and Geary (2005) argue that the search for dual 
commitment (that is measuring whether partnership can engender high levels of 
organisational and union commitment) is at the heart of the debate on whether 
partnership delivers mutual gains. The authors use the concept to assess whether 
partnership can deliver benefits for both the organisation and the trade unions involved. 
The study found that without commitment the benefits that can be gained from partnership 
arrangements may not be realised. The findings did in fact indicate no evidence of dual 
commitment in any significant proportions that could be said to lead to benefits for both 
the organisation and the union. This confirmed a study by Deery et al (1994) that found 
no evidence of dual commitment in their Australian Sample, whereas previous studies in 
North America found to the contrary that employees can be committed simultaneously to 
both their union and their organisation. Roche and Geary (2005) do however argue that 
certain conditions must be satisfied, otherwise partnership will not transform attitudes and 
levels of commitment. 
Union organisation 
A growing number of studies advocate that strong union workplace organisation is 
essential for union's effective participation in partnership (e.g. Haynes and Allen, 2001). 
Moreover, it has been suggested that conflict is a vital element of this and strength can 
come from being able to disagree. 
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Haynes and Allen (1999; 2001) argue that partnership unionism as a strategic choice can 
either be effective or 'fatally flawed'. In contrast to Kelly, research by Haynes and Allen 
(1999) found that 'robust partnership' was actually inconsistent with acquiescence and 
subordination, and does not necessarily lead to demobilisation or incorporation (for 
support see Heery et ai, 2005). Haynes and Allen (1999; 2001) offer two main 
conclusions from their research on the viability of partnership as a trade union strategy. 
The main conclusion being that the development and maintenance of the relationship 
depends on the retention of an independent trade union agenda. This would involve 
recognising the strategic needs of the business, while at the same time not neglecting the 
needs or views of the membership. This view is reinforced by Streeck (1992) who argues 
for a strategic role for trade unions in training (also see Ranbird, 2005). Rainbird (2005) 
argues that training and development can contribute to a new bargaining agenda on which 
management and union can co-operate. Streek (1992) argues that while unions must 
embrace a co-operative relationship with employers, he insists on the other hand that 
unions also need to retain a strong independent power in order to be able to impose 
obligations on employers when necessary. It was made clear by the TUC document 
Partners for progress (TUC, 1999) that partnership did not mean that the union would not 
continue to guard members against the bad employer but instead the TUC foresees 
working with the good employers and uncovering the bad. Rainbird (2005) supports this 
assertion as the study found that if partnership is kept separate from collective bargaining, 
then it does not prevent unions from engaging in conflict with management on other 
issues. Other studies have also found that unions are still concerned not to let 
partnership supplant traditional collective bargaining. 
In addition, Heery et al (2005) argue that in assessing the prospects for trade unions 
under partnership there is a middle ground between the critics on the one side and the 
proponents on the other. It does not have to be a choice between militancy and 
moderation. The study found that unions' commitment to partnership does not have to 
prevent attempts to build activist-based trade unionism (184). For example, where the 
union possessed independent bargaining power they were able to secure a more 
satisfactory set of arrangements for their members. There are still limits to shared 
interests and union goals are not likely to be solely realised through the search for 
common ground. As Hyman (2005) comments industrial relations still involves a 
combination of co-operation and conflict. However research indicates that conflicting 
interests predominate (Hyman, 2005:255). Indeed Ashwin (2004) claims that for 
partnership to be successful, unions need to be prepared to use conflict. She argues that 
"partnership without conflict is unlikely to deliver many benefits" (40). However, she warns 
that a lack union strength is undermining the unions' ability to achieve equal status in 
56 

bargaining terms with the employer. This is consistent with Deakin et al (2005) who argue 
that for partnership to be successful through the difficult times then there needs to be a 
strong and independent trade union in a position to facilitate change. 
The above studies suggest that there is a potential for unions to deliver under partnership, 
if they can develop a strong independent agenda. The following section will examine the 
implications of this and whether and how trade unions can develop the effective union 
organisation necessary. 
Implications for Trade Unions under Partnership 
Previous research has concentrated mainly on the extent and level of union involvement 
in partnership (Le. the level of influence such as whether it is negotiation / consultation / 
information giving); thus leading to debates on whether unions are strong or weak and 
what can be done to ensure they are effective. 
Oxen bridge and Brown (2002; 2005) examined a range of co-operative relationships in 
companies in the private sector and found they were able to categorise these 
arrangements into two broad groups based on the level of union involvement. The first 
group was labelled the 'Nurturing' group that was characterised by informal partnership 
arrangements with a high level of unionism, active workplace representatives and highly 
co-operative relationships. The second group was termed the 'Containing' group and was 
characterised by a formal partnership agreement, minimal/reduced union rights and 
increased management discretion. 
The authors put forward a continuum of union involvement that on the one hand indicates 
strong union power and active representation that leads to greater union rights and at the 
other end highly constrained trade union activity. The implication is that informal 
partnership relationships were more likely to lead to a strengthening of union power and 
greater union rights, while formalised agreements led to more opportunities for 
management to restrict union power and gain more control. The authors argued that in 
these cases management was gaining union assistance in implementing change, but at 
the same time reducing wider union influence. The research is useful as it is one of the 
few studies that attempts to categorise different types of partnership. It also attempts to 
analyse the prospects for unions under partnership and to characterise types of 
arrangement. Finally, it should be noted that management tended to mediate union 
influence in all cases but this was happening to different extents, i.e. there was a shift in 
emphasis to dealing directly with individuals even in the nurturing group. 
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Increased union influence? 
Terry's (2003) review of the evidence suggests that union revival needs to be based on 
workplace activity and while there is a changing role for unions this comes at a cost. He 
argues that unions need to take a calculated risk on partnership and that they are 
gambling that the risk pays off and the benefits materialise. For partnership to work for 
the union, it needs to be aware of the implications. 
Ackers et al (2005) developed a speculative model of the likely future place of trade 
unions in the UK context and can be used to understand the implications that this new 
context (of which partnership is part) will have. The research argues that partnership is 
not an automatic guarantee of union revival. However it may offer opportunities for the 
union to win broader legitimacy, even though the traditional union role as an exclusive 
channel for delivering employee voice is diluted. However, the authors argue that this new 
role is dependent on the union's response and whether it is either too weak or too 
adversarial. The model itself introduces three main types of partnership, two of which are 
thought to be relatively stable (a union-centred partnership and a non-union form of 
partnership). The authors argue that union centred partnership involves a strong 
independent union that is drawn into management and complements the direct channel. 
However the implication is that if the union becomes weak (Le. not effectively representing 
employee views) management will choose sponsorship of the union to bolster partnership, 
or the substitution. Gall (2005) provides some support for the above model when 
examining why partnerships fail. His study found that partnership can be hindered (even 
in a favourable environment) by trade unions adversarialism. 
According to Ackers et al (2005), there were still difficulties in managing the tension 
between individual and collective forms of participation. This suggests that there are 
challenges for the union in engaging in partnership and that they need to be able to 
successfully manage the tensions inherent in partnership. This could help to explain the 
limited evidence of positive outcomes for unions in terms of increased influence and a 
broadening of the bargaining agenda. For example, Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2002) 
findings are mixed and indicate a "cautiously positive attitude among trade unions" (317) 
regarding partnership. The authors suggest that there is a gap between the rhetoric and 
the reality and that trade unions are facing a complex set of challenges. The reality is that 
there has not been a shift towards partnership and any adoption has not enhanced 
union's institutional resources. 
The Challenges of Partnership: Key union activities. 
One such challenge is how unions organise themselves in order to obtain the most 
benefits, while at the same time avoiding the dangers of incorporation. Danford et al 
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(2002) examines three elements of union organisation in order to assess the union's 
ability to work together to sustain workplace organisation and highlights the importance of 
member participation in the union. These elements are the nature of management / union 
relationships (on a continuum between partnership and adversarialism), activist 
leadership style (the extent to which the union involves their members, from detached to 
inclusive) and the relationship between the activist and the full time officer (the extent to 
which workplace activists need to depend on their full time ofFicer, ranging from 
dependent to independent). The study found that a partnership approach coupled with an 
independent relationship with full time officers, dynamic workplace organisation with an 
infra-structure that allows for extensive member involvement via an inclusive and 
participative leadership style and the use of adversarial strategies when and if necessary 
can help to maintain a cohesive workplace organisation. 
In addition, Heery et al (2005) argue that successful union involvement under partnership 
incorporates three kinds of activities. 
1) Identification of common ground/interests. 
2) Use of employers' resources to secure union objectives, such as securing support 
for union recruitment. 
3) Develop forms of trade union organisation that complement pursuit of partnership. 
Intra-union Relationships. 
Partnership currently has varying degrees of support from unions, with the greatest 
reservations being held by local employee representatives, and there are conflicting 
debates surrounding how best this can be dealt with and what affect this is likely to have 
on the development of partnership. It has been argued that attention needs to be given to 
intra-union processes when examining the introduction of partnership (e.g. see Taylor and 
Ramsay, 1998; Gall, 2005). Gall (2005) found that the attitudes of representative middle 
and lower levels in the union were of hostility and suspicion, whereas the full time officers 
and the national leadership were more positive. 
Research needs to explore how the trade union nationally attempts to win the 
commitment from the regional full time officials down to their members throughout the 
union's organisation or as Taylor & Ramsay (1998) have suggested; there have still been 
few attempts to explore the complex relationship between trade union organisation, lay 
representatives, and the actual experience of workers. In parallel to this is the situation 
also taking place within the management ranks. McBride and Stirling (2002) attempted to 
address the issue raised by Taylor and Ramsay (1998) and examine the complex 
tensions that emerge at different levels within the union when exploring the role of trade 
unions. The findings indicated that there were in fact these key tensions impacting on the 
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development of partnership in the maritime construction industry. The authors state that 
the relationships between trade union full time officials, shop stewards and members 
become critical. 
Several commentators have pOinted towards the capacity of the trade unions to take up 
the challenge of social partnership and to renew themselves by raising membership 
figures. Specifically, Snape, Redman and Chan (2000) suggest that it could be useful to 
test the robustness of the renewal thesis by focusing on the impact of changes in the 
perceived IR climate towards partnership (or at least the development of more co­
operative relations) on union commitment and participation. Will partnership mean rising 
influence and participation in company decisions? The evidence as to whether partnership 
is a good or bad thing for trade unions remains mixed. 
Weakness in Union Organisation. 
Partnership poses both threats and opportunities for trade unions. Therefore, to work in 
partnership is a challenge for trade unions and managers alike. It is a risk that the parties 
must be willing to take and will involve letting go of some power and control. Ackers et al 
(2005) argue that it will depend on the willingness and ability of the union to contribute and 
actively engage in partnership. The question must be do trade unions have the strength to 
take up the challenge that partnership presents? Danford et al (2002) caution that in the 
absence of continued recruitment, this could mean a threat to the long term viability of the 
union. 
Allen (1999:29) suggests that progress in this has been constrained by under-stating the 
"deeply entrenched traditionalists views" and the lack of managerial skills of union 
leaders, often ill equipped to deal with change. In response to this challenge the TUC has 
launched a Partnership Institute with the hope of helping unions to adapt to this new way 
of working. In addition, the government has through the Department of Trade and 
Industry (DTI) set up a partnership fund that aims to support projects at the individual 
workplace to foster partnership, and projects which enable successful partnerships 
practice to be shared. What is distinctive about this fund is that the receipt of monies will 
be based on the co-operation of both employers and employees (DTI Website 14/07100­
http://INWW.dti.gov.uk). While the fund was closed in its current form in 2004, there 
remains some support through 'Strategic Partnership' projects (DTI, 2005). 
Union role under partnership. 
One of the central debates arising from the discussions on partnership is the extent and 
type of union involvement. Changes in the unions are needed if they are to survive after 
the declining membership of recent years; and partnership is seen as the approach that 
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will deliver this for the union movement. The need to modernise and for renewal have 
been recognised (Stanley, 1999). Furthermore, Guest and Peccei (1998) conclude that 
the role of trade unions in the partnership process remains unclear and needs further 
investigation; and this view has also been reinforced in earlier work by Kochan and 
Weinstein (1994). It has been argued conceptually that unions can enjoy an extended 
role under partnership (Ackers and Payne, 1998); and several authors have attempted to 
clarify what this might mean. For example, it has been argued that priority has to be given 
to organising rather than pure representation (Stanley, 1999); while Knell (1999) 
suggested that the role of the union will undergo a subtle change to emphasise its 
representative role. This indicates that no consensus has developed on this issue; and 
there are conflicting debates surrounding the roles and strategies of trade unions. 
Several studies have indicated that there had been some extension of the union's role at 
the workplace, although this is not widespread. For example, Danford et al (2002) found 
some evidence of union representatives (from NHS Trusts) being involved in jOint policy 
development. In addition, there has been some indication that representatives need to be 
facilitator I broker, to listen and be consulter (Heery, 2002; IRS, 1999). However, on the 
whole little attention has been paid to exploring the new skills and behaviours that union 
representatives are going to need to deliver. 
Conclusion 
The following conclusions can be drawn from the review of the literature on trade union's 
involvement in partnership. While it remains unclear what role the union will play and this 
needs further investigation, evidence suggests that: 
a) Strong trade union with an independent agenda leads to more meaningful partnership. 
b) A partnership approach can lead to increased consultation and an active role for the 
union in the management of employees; and in general a better relationship between 
management and union. 
2.9) PARTNERSHIP OUTCOMES (DOES PARTNERSHIP DELIVER MUTUAL GAINS?) 
It has been argued that partnership won't be sustained if it fails to deliver outcomes for the 
parties. Indeed, Roche and Geary (2005) claim that the delivery of mutual gains is at the 
heart of the partnership debate. They argue that productivity gains were more likely to be 
realised if partnership can increase employee commitment. Despite this realisation, Kelly 
(2005) argues that the question of whether partnership delivers is a question that remains 
unresolved. Specifically, he suggests that "the knowledge of outcomes and mechanisms 
of different forms is patchy and rUdimentary" (Kelly, 2001 :79). On the basis of Kelly's 
(2004) review of British social partnership agreements, he suggests three possible 
variables (information-sharing, trust and power) that could be used to fill a perceived 
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evidence gap on the ways in which partnership outcomes are produced. On the contrary, 
Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2005) argue that the collection of studies in their book fills this 
lacuna in the research by providing a sufficient body of evidence through which to assess 
partnership and its assumptions, which in fact were found to be wanting. They argue that 
there is little evidence of mutual gains as the empirical reality falls short of the rhetoric and 
there are significant barriers to the development of partnership. The previous sections 
considered several of the potential outcomes for trade unions; however, it is not just trade 
unions that are involved in partnership arrangements. 
2.9.1) Implications for the delivery of Partnership. 
It has been recognised that research into the mutual gains that can be achieved through 
partnership has suffered from an over emphasis on the perceived gains for management 
and trade unions, with little attention being given to the outcomes for workers (e.g. see 
Suff and Williams, 2004; Richardson, et ai, 2005). Martinez and Stuart (2005) have 
argued that Richardson et al (2005) and Roche and Geary (2005) provide this evidence. 
Moreover, these studies argue that potential of mutual gains rests on ability of 
organisation to involve trade unions and employees in decision making processes. 
Roche and Geary (2005) have recognised that how employees experience partnership 
(i.e. what they gain or don't gain) will impact on the success of that partnership 
arrangement. This study contributes to research in partnership by examining the 
engagement of the workforce in partnership arrangements in Irish Airports Authority and 
also the conditions under which partnership will thrive. Roche and Geary (2005) conclude 
that the benefits will not be realised unless partnership becomes institutionalised; 
partnership is required "to take root at multiple levels, to function in depth at all levels and 
to operate consistently over time" (245). The authors re-iterate that partnership needs to 
deliver in terms of substantive changes in decision making at all levels. It is suggested 
that both sides will not feel the full benefits if there is only partial implementation, (that is, 
where partnership remains only active at the top of the organisation or implementation is 
unevenly embedded throughout the organisation). They go on to argue that if an inclusive 
approach is not achieved, this could result in negative or at best neutral attitudes. In fact 
full participation in partnership can lead to positive perceptions and employees that are 
more likely to be committed to the organisation and their union (For support see Bryson, 
2001 ). 
Wray (2005) also indicates that partnership relationships should be seen as trilateral 
between employer, trade unions and employees, instead of simply bilateral between 
management and trade union. Wray (2005) suggests that partnership arrangements can 
be categorised as either genuine or counterfeit. In distinguishing the genuine partnership 
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from the counterfeit they conclude that it is not partnership itself that is failing but it is the 
way that it is implemented that is causing the problems. The study showed that there 
were dangers for both management and trade unions in taking a cynical approach to 
partnership that doesn't involve their workforce. 
Organisational Culture 
A central theme running through the partnership literature is that partnership requires 
cultural and behavioural change involved in the shift from conflict to co-operative models 
of IR. Several commentators point towards the need for a cultural change (IPA, 1997, 
Marks et ai, 1998, TUC, 1999 and Knell, 1999), but it is not clear how this culture change 
associated with partnership can be successfully implemented or what the stumbling 
blocks of such an approach are. 
For partnership to work in the UK there needs to be both the commitment and action to 
ensure cultural and behavioural change. In other contexts, participative cultures that 
incorporate high-trust and non-adversarial relationships have been found to be the most 
appropriate in motivating people to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
organisation; and to gain employees commitment (Hill, 1991; Knell, 1999); after the 
relative failure of HRM as an approach to the management of employees. In line with this 
it could therefore be concluded that wider participation in decision making is essential. 
This is based on the assumption that everyone has the knowledge and experience to 
contribute to improvements in efficiency and effectiveness, whereas traditional 
management practice and present organisational arrangements do not harness this 
potential to contribute. Thus, by involving people in the organisation, better results can be 
achieved. Ackers and Payne (1998) argue for example that social partnership represents 
the application of stakeholder theory to the employment relationship. The partnership 
approach accepts that the key to future business success lies with improving the 
commitment and involvement of staff (I RS, 1998) and therefore the principles of the 
theory can be utilised to investigate whether social partnership is a viable strategy, as it 
'reflects the need for people to be more involved in their work and to share the results of 
improved performance' (Stephens, 1996: 24); thus stressing the importance of a joint 
commitment to the success of the enterprise as being a determinant of such an approach. 
Deakin et al (2005) supports this point of view arguing that organisations following a 
stakeholder orientation are more likely to be successful at developing partnership. 
Benefits for workers? Employee Commitment and Employment security. 
Despite government endorsement and broad trade union support for Social Partnership, 
there is evidence of a growing scepticism among both management and employees. 
Research undertaken by the Institute of Personnel and Development into the state of the 
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employment relationship has found that on the whole employees are experiencing higher 
levels of job satisfaction compared to earlier studies (e.g. Kessler and Undy, 1996), feel 
relatively secure in their jobs, feel fairly treated by management, and feel they can put 
their trust in what they say (Guest and Conway, 1998). In contrast, research into the 
industrial relations climate in the UK by Nicholls and Bradley (1999) has found that 
management and unions were ill-equipped to achieve genuine partnership relations and 
remain pessimistic (Walsh, 1999). 
As in the majority of UK partnership agreements, it was realised that in order to reassure 
employees and enhance their commitment to the organisation, there had to be a 
commitment from employers to enhance employment security. This was considered a 
feature of the innovative HR practices being implemented. However, it is the case that it 
had proved difficult for companies to keep their promises on this over the long term. The 
IPA (1997) has found that the issue of employment security is especially a problem in the 
public sector. 
In considering this issue, Richardson et al (2005) explored whether partnership had 
delivered greater employment security in two organisations employing High Performance 
Work Organisation (HPWO) and partnership techniques. It assessed employees' 
experience of work intensification and stress levels and whether these outcomes could be 
directly related to partnership and HPWO. The findings indicated that the achievement of 
mutual gains from partnership was highly questionable and instead the outcome was work 
intensification and employees feeling insecure. In support Gall (2005) also found that 
partnership had not led to improvements in working conditions. 
Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2005) argue that poor outcomes do not in themselves act as a 
simple basis for the evaluation of processes and they go further arguing that it is too easy 
to criticise partnership by assessing it against the unrealistic expectations set out in the 
rhetoric. It could be argued that this is just setting partnership up to fail. It is the process 
that is gone through, the journey that is made and not just the final outcome that is crucial. 
We need to go beyond a simple analysis of outcomes to looking at the process in order to 
highlight "the specific conditions under which partnership arrangements may be more 
effective and mutually enhancing" (Martinez Lucio and Stuart, 2005: 268). 
2.9.2) The Viability and Stability Of Partnership (Can Outcomes Can Be Sustained?) 
Authors seem to be suggesting that partnership is about progressive employment 
relationships and this seems to suggest the development of a longer term relationship 
based on trust and a common interest; leading to a more mature relationship at work. 
(IPD, 1998; Ackers and Payne, 1998; Pearson, 1995). 
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According to Ackers and Payne (1998) organisations have rediscovered the need for 
organisational cohesion and argue that partnerships could be the answer, in the sense 
that they could be used to create a new order in industrial relations. However, the unstable 
nature of union - management partnerships are well recognised in the academic literature 
(Kochan et al 1984; Cooke, 1990; Woodworth & Meek, 1995) and according to Ackers 
and Payne (1998) the development and maintenance of effective partnerships are clearly 
fraught with difficulty and are also highly vulnerable. It is therefore not surprising that the 
basic underlying theme of this new relationship is the concept of trust, which tends to be 
easily damaged and is sometimes impossible to repair. This begs the question of how 
permanent the arrangement can be. For example, will the union revert back to using 
traditional methods to resolve conflicts and differences of interest? In addition, will 
management break up the partnership when the organisation hits a crisis? 
2.9.3) Trust (in building partnership). 
The concept of trust is at the centre of the idea of partnership and it could be argued that 
it is a constant feature of those organisations displaying full and genuine partnership 
arrangements. As Guest and Peccei (2001 :236) argue the role of trust in effective 
partnership needs to be examined and the key challenge in this will be to identify the 
processes that must be in place for high levels of trust to emerge. 
Dietz (2004) examines the development of the trust in building partnership and uses the 
concept and theories of trust in an attempt to explain the ups and downs of that process. 
He argues that Whitener et al (1998) define categories of behaviour to demonstrate 
trustworthiness (e.g. behavioural consistency) and provides a good explanation for some 
of the comments being generated by management and trade union respondents in 
studies of the highs and lows of workplace partnership. As Dietz (2004:7) claims, "any "\ 
model for workplace relationships purporting to promote and develop trust (such as social ') 
partnership) would be expected to feature policies designed to encourage and reward 
these behaviours". 
The instability of the partnership arrangement could be explained when considering 
partnership reliance on trust and the vulnerability of relationships. Dietz (2004) argues 
that a key factor in this was the stability of key personnel that impacted on the 
development of partnership. The study highlighted the adaptability (or vulnerability) of 
partnership to shifting definitions and structures especially when there has been a change 
in personnel. 
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In addition, Deakin et al (2002; 2005) asks the question of how the long term 
establishment of partnership is challenged by the short term strategic interventions and is 
driven by external pressures. As Cooney (2005) found the promotion of the short term 
selfish agendas rather than a long term process towards agreed goals meant that the 
status quo was maintained (management and union had different interpretations of 
partnership and their own agendas that were driving partnership). 
Moreover, Deakin et al (2002; 2005) argue that successful partnerships tend to be found 
/ in sectors where both sides can make a commitment to working in partnership in the 
medium and long term. They argue that this is more likely to happen in an organisation 
that follows a stakeholder orientation where management has the ability to balance the 
competing interests of stakeholder groups and by persuading them of the benefits of 
partnership even in difficult times. They continue by drawing attention to the impact of the 
regulatory framework and the market conditions within which the company is operating. 
2.10) THE PARTNERSHIP PROCESS 
Commentators have recognised that the development of partnership is a dynamic process 
that is affected by the context (both external and internal) within which it is played out (e.g. 
see Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2002; 2004); McBride and Stirling (2002); Ackers and 
Payne (1998)). Richardson et al (2005) highlight the need to go beyond the examination of 
the institutional structures and the agreements to examining the process and they argue 
that a starting point for this should be workplace culture and social relationships. Martinez 
Lucio and Stuart (2004:410) move away from the simplistic debate between good and bad 
interpretations of partnership and instead argue "for a framework that is sensitive to its 
evolution and complex construction" that is sensitive to the realities of co-operation. 
Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2002) have already highlighted a temporal dimension to the 
building of partnerships that has relevance for both context and process issues. They 
argue that studies need to track the process of partnership and how the actors involved 
influence it. Mcbride and Stirling (2002) also recognise that an understanding of context 
and process issues is needed in examining partnership. Specifically, they argue for a re­
conceptualisation of partnership in terms of ideology, process and outcomes, in terms of 
the context and series of relationships that surround it (302). 
Guest and Peccei (1998) was one of the first commentators that drew attention to 
importance of process, suggesting "good processes matter more than institutions". Dietz 
(2004) adds his weight to this argument with his research, where the central issue in all 
his case studies was the manner in whicA-parto.~rship principles and practices are 
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implemented. 
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Approaches to partnership presented in the literature include principles and sets of 
practices; however this implies a focus on outcomes; and thus tends to ignore the process 
issues involved in introducing partnership working into an organisatioll:The strengths of 
current approaches to partnership lie in providing these sets of prescriptions; however 
their weaknesses lie in the fact that they are mainly content driven and thus research 
needs to build on these approaches by examining practice to develop a classification of 
different partnership approaches that take into account the need to include process 
issues. As Heaton et al (2001) pOints out, previous studies fail to systematically address 
the issue of partnership as a process. Moreover, Heaton et al (2001) provides a 
framework to examine the development of partnership in the NHS, which is based on 
exploring its development, involvement and implementation. 
The above is useful as a general framework but it leads to a focus on describing what 
organisations do to develop partnership and who is involved in this. Instead of 
considering the dynamics of the process and therefore important questions are left 
unanswered by the literature such as why do parties decide to co-operate, how are 
relationship maintained and what partnership can achieve. 
One option could be to utilise Kochan and Dyer's (1974) model of the process of labor­
management co-operation that conceives the process towards developing co-operative 
relationships between management and trade union as a three stage process. Kochan 
and Dyer's (1976) present a three step change process that could help explain union 
management cooperation (Hammer and Stern, 1986). These stages will be discussed in 
turn. 
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. 	 the parties to participate in the joint effort. A second driver identified is the dissatisfaction 
with the traditional collective bargaining process in dealing with the specific pressures 
facing the organisation therefore forcing the parties to consider alternatives such as 
cooperation. This driver is supported by the empirical literature on partnership in the UK 
that suggests that traditional collective bargaining is no longer seen as an appropriate for 
dealing with issues facing firms. 
The !?_~c:ond~t~p-efihemodeLiJJ_VQI:ves the initial decision to cooperate in tQe joint~.nture. 
The author's argue that the perception of the need for cooperation is not sufficient to 
ensure these cooperative efforts will be successful; instead both sides need to commit to 
the joint endeavour and have a specific plan of action. It is hypothesised that joint 
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commitment will be more likely to develop if valued goals are perceived to be attainable 
and mediate the extent to which the parties are to negotiate and make compromises. 
Step three cO(1sidershow commitment to the cooperative effort is maintained and 
becomes institutionalised into the organisation. The author's identify several factors that 
could explain the willingness of the parties to continue to support the joint effort over time, 
such as the achievement of desired goals, the impact of the external environment on 
changing the priorities and the equal distribution of benefits of cooperation. The above 
model provides some insights that could grant a more in-depth understanding of the 
dynamics of the process in terms of the drivers to partnership. 
2.10.1) The Decision to enter into partnership (management and union motives). 
Knell (1999) examined the reasons behind the signing of partnership agreements in 
fifteen case study organisations. He found that there was no single generic driver 
encouraging the adoption of a partnership approach. However he did find four clear 
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groups of drivers. 

1) The rouie out of poor relations based on an adversarial approach. 

2) Maturation of existing relationships. 

3) Recognition that to introduce changes successfully requires a partnership approach 

and adversarialism was not the way to go about it. 

4) A partnership approach was adopted by new or recent start up firms where partnership 

appears from the organisations' inception. 

Several commentators have argued for the importance of studying management and 

union motives in order to fully understand the process (e.g. Martinez-Lucio and Stuart, 

2002 and Oxen bridge and Brown, 2002). As Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2005: 272) state, 

motives and drivers for change need to be mapped if the political context of partnership 

and its realities can be understood. It is a question of actors and their choices. How the 

latter are made and how the alternatives to partnership are read by the actors involved. 

Wray (2005) examined the motives of both management and unions in partnership and 

found that the attitude and intensions with which the parties entered the partnership 

relationship had a negative impact on its implementation. The findings suggested that 

management's motive in the way that the agreement was negotiated aimed to engage the 

trade union in managing a dissatisfied workforce. Hence that meant that the agreement 

was weighted in such a way that made it easy for management to manipulate it to their 

advantage. It was argued that this was possible because of the attitude of the union 

representatives involved who saw partnership as the only option to secure the union's 
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institutional survival. However as previously stated partnership that only delivers gains for 
management and the trade union itself is not likely to be effective. 
As above discussion shows the US literature on LMC has identified a number of drivers to 
cooperation and it is possible to see overlaps and similarities between these findings and 
those in the UK literature on partnership (e.g. Knell, 1999). 
Ospina and Yaroni (2003) examination of three successful public-sector efforts (in local 
government) of labor-management cooperation (LMC) in order to understand how 
mandated institutional cooperation transforms into individual cooperative behaviour is 
useful and relevant. The study attempts to investigate the changes (in attitudes and 
behaviours) that have taken place in efforts to transform relationships from adversarial to 
cooperative models of behaviour. The changes associated with this shift were: 
Shifts in work roles of managers, union representatives and employees; and 
A blurring of boundaries between the roles of labor and management which 
ultimately led to a blurring of roles with devolving of power and authority to 
employees and their unions. 
These were also associated with changes in mindsets, which supports Knell's (1999) 
study that identified the creation of a new understanding, described by the ability to 
identify with the other side which allowed management and unions to pursue common 
agendas. 
2.10.2) The Development of Partnership. 
Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2002:318) points towards the importance of previous research 
into partnership in establishing benchmarks, milestones and principles. However they 
argue that partnership requires a complex effort in its construction especially because of a 
lack of support and guarantees, stating that "the process needs very detailed maps". 
Previous studies have advanced the principles, practices and outcomes of partnership, 
but Knell (1999) is one of the few studies that draw attention to the processes involved in 
the implementation of partnership. Kn~JIs(199~}study of the development of partnership 
found that in these organisations p~~nership invol~ed t~~·~;~~t·i~~-;f·;·;~·~~·d~~~t~;'ding 
between management and unions; clear leadership and senior management commitment; 
.-. --".- .--.~ -'-'~""'>"'--~ .,,>-"~., ... 
changing the language used in the organisation; acknowledgement of the challenges and 
likely resistance; complementary culture change and team building training; and changes 
in the communication processes. The strength of this study is in the idenMcation of the 
factors that can facilitate partnerships development from a broad cross section of 
organisations. Despite these studies on the developmental process of partnerships, as far 
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as the author is aware, no study has attempted to formalise this in the form of an explicit 
framework or model. 
2.10.3) Implementing Partnership: Drivers I barriers and constraints. 
It is not just what works that is important; when partnership involves a break from an 
adversarial climate. For example, Taylor & Ramsay (1998) claim that all the recent writing 
on partnership has emphasised the success of partnerships in the UK, while at the same 
time ignoring the instances when partnership has failed. 
Cooke (1990) examines how to make cooperation work in the US and puts forward a 
theoretical framework. His study sets out to consider whether joint management and 
union efforts to improve labor-management relations and organisational performance 
constitute a move away from adversarial relationships toward a lasting cooperative 
approach. Cooke (1990) argues that a definitive answer would not be appropriate or 
useful and instead the aim of his study was to examine the decision to cooperate, the 
success of these cooperative efforts and the problems that are encountered (such as 
mistrust and a lack of commitment). 
Empirically, it has been argued that the organisations can experience a number of 
tangible obstacles to partnership (Knell, 1999: 28). Principally, barriers involve resistance 
from both management and unions who are not comfortable with the loss of power that 
can be said to be experienced as a direct result of partnership. Furthermore, research by 
the TUC (2000) identified two main obstacles to partnership working. Firstly, there is 
opposition and a limited awareness from middle managers who have been used to 
dealing with unions in an adversarial climate. Secondly, cynicism from members and trade 
union representatives was highlighted as a problem and it was suggested that this may 
have been symptomatic of the need for a greater understanding of the concept; the lack 
of confidence felt because of the weak position in which unions find themselves; and in 
terms of not having a clear view of their future role and purpose. In addition, it is implied in 
the literature that the capability of the actors to adapt to this new way of working is lacking 
and constraining partnership. Although the barriers to introducing partnership have been 
mentioned, these barriers are not normally considered in the approaches developed on 
partnership in the extant literature. 
2.11) PARTNERSHIP IN THE NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE (NHS). 
Despite this recognition of the importance of process, it remains a relatively under­
researched area. One area where there has been some research (of which Heaton et al 
(2002) study is one) is in the National Health Service (NHS), where a handful of 
researchers have examined the development of partnership in NHS Trusts. This section 
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will review these studies and examine the key issues arising from the research. In 
addition, reference will be made to other studies previously discussed that have a bearing 
on the issues explored below. 
2.11.1) Industrial Relations in the NHS. 
The National Health Service was established in 1948 after World War 2 to deliver health 
care in the UK. It is the only system of its kind in the world and was set up to deliver 
health care according to clinical need and irrespective of an individual's ability to pay 
(Corby, 1996). This is made possible by being centrally funded by the government from 
taxation. As a result the experience has been one of recurring financial crises caused 
from successive under-funding. However, according to Mohan (1995) it was more a 
matter of organisational inefficiency (200-218). This realisation was highlighted by 
Enthoven (1985) who argued that the NHS had certain problems such as doctors' powers 
and a highly unionised workforce that leads to discussions going around in circles and 
difficulties in finding any common ground. Therefore it would help to explain why 
managers felt the need to regain some control of the situation; hence the conservative 
governments drive to reform the service. 
During the early 80's there were the Griffiths reforms which provided recommendations 
for improving efficiency in the public services. One of these reforms broadly accepted by 
the conservatives led to the introduction of general management that in other words was 
the beginning of a business orientation in the NHS. Evidence of a diluted influence of the 
medic's professional autonomy has therefore led to divisions and uneasy relationships 
between managers and medics (Carter and Poynter, 1999). On the other hand, Stuart 
and Martinez Lucio (2000:311) argue that conservative governments had not been able to 
"significantly erode professional status" and autonomy of key occupational groups. 
Despite this, it could be said that the philosophy of the present government on partnership 
and initiatives such as 'Clinical Governance' have re-emphasised the importance of the 
professional autonomy of front line staff. 
In response to criticisms being levelled at the service in regard to its inefficiency, the 
conservative government of the time set in motion a myriad of far-reaching changes and 
enacted legislation. The 1990 NHS and Community Care Act (making fundamental 
changes to the structure of the NHS) enabled all NHS units to establish self-governing 
Trusts that meant increased decentralisation and more autonomy for local management. 
According to Corby (1996), Trusts have a degree of freedom on financial matters but have 
an even freer rein on personnel and employment matters. For example, before the Act 
pay was determined nationally but Trust status gives the opportunity to introduce local pay 
arrangements if they want to. The launch of the internal market was an attempt to 
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introduce competition and private sector values into the public sector. As Stuart and 
Martinez Lucio (2000) argue this was a move away from seeing the NHS as an area of 
best practice in employment relationships (the state as model employer), towards an 
approach that sees the market as the more efficient allocator of health resources. 
The Impact of these changes on employee relations in the NHS. 
The development of the purchaser I provider relationship and a shift from a highly 
centralised organisation to a more decentralised approach has led to the transformation of 
workplace relations. A new managerialism in the NHS led to the expansion of managerial 
bureaucracy. The more flexibility and autonomy afforded to trusts has been a catalyst for 
changes, but progress has been slow and has been characterised by much variation in 
terms of the extent of changes being made (Carter and Poynter, 1999). Local pay 
bargaining was an example of where there is evidence of a slow development at a local 
level, as most Trusts had been choosing to remain with at least some national bargaining 
arrangements. According to Bach (1998) managers actually had very limited discretion 
where local pay was concerned because of its political sensitivity and there was also lack 
of resources to conduct meaningful negotiations. In addition, Thornley (1998) highlights 
the problems with local pay and the sensitivity of this controversial issue in the NHS. She 
describes the endemic nature of conflict over pay and the hostile opposition that the issue 
conjured from both unions and individuals within the Trust. 
2.11.2) Unions in the NHS 
Bryson et al (1995) describes the NHS as characterised by high union density, although 
this is fluctuating in line with the widespread decline of the union movement. In addition 
there are some staff groups that are more heavily unionised than others and there is 
evidence of dual membership with some groups e.g. nurses can belong to the RCN and 
Unison. 
The merger of NALGO, NUPE, COHSE to form Unison in 1993 has been described as 
the "most major event in NHS trade unionism" history (Bryson, et ai, 1995: 121). It is 
suggested that its formation can be partially attributed to the creation of Trusts (128) 
because of the need to combine forces against decentralisation. The outcome of this 
merger was to create the largest union in the UK with the potential for a major role in IR. 
There is evidence in most cases; Unison is the most dominant union in the NHS, with the 
highest membership, the most local representatives and one that nearly always leads the 
staff side in negotiations (Thornley, 1998: 420). It could be argued that this can make it 
difficult when needing to involve them all in partnership (for evidence of the difficulties that 
this can cause see Heaton et ai, 2000; 2002). It has often been the case that in 
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partnership, it is often Unison that is the driving force behind the partnership with 
employers in the NHS. 
The traditional approach to Industrial Relations in the NHS has been one of pluralism (Le. 
the best way to achieve consensus and long term stability is to recognise conflicting 
interests, to negotiate compromises and to balance the demands of various groups) and 
is characterised by central pay determination and a framework of collective bargaining. 
The entrenched collectivism has encouraged the existence of trade unionism and the 
multiple unions within the service have been recognised under the Whitley System 
(Burchill & Casey, 1996). Thus, the system of Industrial Relations operating in the NHS is 
complex. This system of councils and committees is concerned with improving industrial 
relations and conducting business between employers and employees in a manner, which 
assumes a mutual interest in the success of the undertaking (Heron, 1998:300). It would 
seem likely that the long-standing industrial relations history has resulted in relatively good 
relations in NHS workplaces. 
The changing nature of the NHS has led to two possibilities where employee relations are 
concerned. Management can either co-operate with the union (which is likely to be 
problematic) or management can by-pass them, which would be difficult in the light of 
public policy prescriptions and a tradition that ensures a union presence (Kessler and 
Purcell, 1996; Bach, 1998). Kessler and Purcell's (1996) typologies of Industrial Relations 
draws upon the theory of management styles and strategiC choice theory to examine 
management approach. Taking the NHS as an example, the theory suggests that 
managers can not take a co-operative approach to the unions alongside drives for cost 
minimisation. Consequently, this highlights the potential vulnerability of partnership and 
the difficulties to be encountered in such an environment. 
The Nature of union involvement: De-recognition and marginalisation 
It could be argued that on the surface that some trusts had kept some form of union 
involvement (Bryson et ai, 1995). However there is much evidence also of partial de­
recognition in terms of single union deals and delays in signing recognition deals in the 
hope that concessions could be gained. In line with this there has been a tidying up of 
bargaining I consultation arrangements, the main trend being towards single table 
bargaining and less so multi-table bargaining. For unions such as the RCN and Unison 
such changes and rationalisation have led to positive outcomes in terms of bolstering their 
membership's position. Another outcome of this single table bargaining is that inter-union 
rivalry has decreased as unions have had no choice but to work with each other. 
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Union Renewal? 
Examining MSF and Unisons policies and strategies in the context of their NHS 
memberships allowed Carter and Poynter (1999) to compare the effectiveness and the 
impact of their strategy in terms of the unions prospects for renewal. Although there are 
similarities such as difficulties in building and sustaining membership in the NHS 
throughout this turbulent time, the authors argue that these unions have had very different 
experiences and therefore offer points of comparison. For Unison it seems that 
partnership with employers at least over their 'Return to Learn' initiative, has led to 
increases in membership and involvement in the union (Munro and Rainbird, 2000). 
Problems of organisation 
The mergers experienced by both unions (MSF and Unison) have created a crisis in their 
organisation (Carter and Poynter, 1999). According to Carter and Poynter (1999), Unison 
branch organisation is divided between well and weakly organised branches that make it 
difficult to put over a coherent view. It could be argued that this could make partnership 
difficult because the union can lack coherence and experience. Workplace organisation 
has been undermined in the NHS because of the fragmented nature of its membership 
that has made collective solidarity and militancy difficult. 
As already mentioned previously in the chapter there is a need for strong work 
organisation for union future under partnership (Haynes and Allen, 1999). The shift from 
a focus of influence at a national level to local bargaining has added another dimension 
(such as a lack of local identification with national union policies) and unions need to 
change in order to meet these changing circumstances. Decentralisation essentially has 
highlighted inefficiencies and weaknesses in Unison's organisation, such as the over­
reliance on full time officers (FTOs), which has led to problems (Carter and Poynter, 
1999). Bryson et al (1995) found that due to the vast numbers of Trusts established there 
had been a strain on union resources and this meant that the FTOs were finding it 
impossible to attend all negotiations. This resulted in the restructuring of the FTOs role to 
take account of the change in relationship focus from national to local level and thus 
giving local reps more autonomy. However, Lloyd (1997) highlighted lack of skills and 
experience of lay representatives as indicators of the limitations of relying on local reps 
over FTOs without ensuring there is extra training and support for the former. 
These studies suggest that restructuring in the NHS from the early 90's has uncovered 
weaknesses in the union's policy and organisation. The impact of the changes imposed, 
especially in terms of decentralisation and the subsequent change in patterns of 
workplace relationships has put a strain on the skills of both managers and union 
representatives. These far-reaching and controversial changes introduced by successive 
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governments have led to lots of research into their impact on employee relations in the 
NHS. 
2.11.3) Changing Perspectives in Employment Relations in the NHS. 
The following section examines the current perspective on how employee relations are to 
be managed in the NHS under the current political regime. The section will explore the 
labour government's philosophy on changing the culture from one based on conflict 
towards partnership and will consider whether this has had an impact at workplace level. 
It has been claimed that the result of the restructuring and managerial reform under the 
Conservative governments of Margaret Thatcher and John Major has been a 
concentration on financial efficiency and performance, often at the expense of the wider 
management of human resource concerns. For example, the removal of a predictable 
stream of funding caused Trust managements to be preoccupied with financial concerns 
(Bryson et ai, 1996; Bach, 1998). This issue has been recognised by the new Labour 
government in their proposal for a new modern and dependable NHS. It appears that in 
commitment at least the New Labour government is taking a completely different 
approach. In the governments words 'NHS staff are valued as the most important asset 
in the service' (DoH, 1998). In light of the above, the aim of the present government 
therefore must be to improve recruitment, retention and increase motivation, morale and 
effectiveness of staff. The purpose of this is to improve the quality of service delivery with 
a renewed emphasis on patient focused care. In the NHS plan the government promises 
sustained increases in funding to propel the NHS into the 21 st century (NHS Plan, 2000). 
In addition, what is significant is that these proposals for change will be approached in line 
with the government's policy on social partnership; and a practice of regular 
communications and involvement of staff. 
Partnership. 
Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2000; 2002) argue that partnership needs to be considered in 
the context of the government's modernisation agenda. Their study assesses whether 
partnership can be seen as the basis for the renewal of the traditional public sector 
concept of the model employer and in doing so considers whether it provides an 
alternative to the anti-union, market driven environment that characterised the industrial 
relations climate of the early 1990s. The authors go on to argue that the government 
have been proactive in prescribing how industrial relations should be conducted in the 
NHS. The adoption of partnership within the health service has taken place via a 
bureaucratic and centralised approach that incorporates specific structures, performance 
indicators and a specified timetable for implementation (Martinez Lucio and Stuart, 
2002:253). It could be argued therefore that it is no surprise that Bach (2004) found 
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evidence of similar initiatives in the NHS Trusts that he investigated in his study (Le. if 
Trusts are following the same prescriptions set out by the government). Government 
policy and guidance in this area will be outlined and discussed in chapter four. 
The issue of setting performance targets and whether this has an impact on the 
development of partnership is an important aspect to consider when assessing 
partnership in the NHS context. For example, Bach (2004) also found that while targets 
were set for such issues as partnership and employee involvement, staff were still not 
having a sufficiently strong voice. Finally, in examining the impacts of government 
reforms, Bach (1998) argues that although there are some important changes in working 
practices, the possibilities for a more strategic approach towards HR in the NHS is 
constrained by central government intervention; which has reduced local management 
autonomy. 
2.11.4) Towards partnership: How far have we seen changes in the NHS? 
Recent research in the NHS has attempted to identify whether there is a developing 
strategy for IR (Carr, 1999: Bach, 2004). It has been suggested that Trust Managements 
are making a conscious decision to continue in the tradition and foster the good relations 
that exist in most trusts and there is evidence that seems to suggest that management 
has a strong commitment to working co-operatively with unions (Carr, 1999). 
Carter and Poynter (1999) found some evidence that some Trusts have attempted to 
foster partnership-type arrangements between management and unions in order to 
improve efficiency and performance standards. In fact Martinez Lucio and Stuart (2002) 
when comparing the incidence of partnership in health and private sectors, found there 
were more agreements in the NHS than in the private sector. Carter and Poynter (1999) 
pOinted out however that despite this, marginalisation of union influence has been the by 
product. This is contrary to claims by some union leaders that partnerships with 
management actually lead to an increase in influence. For example, Thornley's (1998) 
study indicated that Unison especially was benefiting from the strength of feeling against 
local pay in terms of the growth of membership. Thornley (1998) also highlights the 
growing importance of effective local representation. Her study found that Unison had 
improved local organisation and the experience of their representatives has placed it in a 
strong position to take advantage of the need for staff to be represented in terms of local 
negotiations. 
2.11.5) The Approach to Partnership: The way partnership is being implemented. 
As mentioned in the previous section Heaton et al (2002) explores the process of 
developing partnership in two NHS Trusts and examines the different approaches that 
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these organisations have taken in terms of its development regarding principles and 
practices and who is involved, ensuring the interaction of key parties and the way this 
influences the development of partnership and its implementation. The authors argue 
conceptually that outcomes will appear throughout the process of evolving partnership. 
Any defined principles can also be modified over time, rather than just being established 
in the early stages. The study highlights the importance of seeing the development of 
partnership as a process. 
The implementation of partnership in the NHS, like any context where partnership is being 
experimented with, is highly problematic and fraught with tensions. Studies have 
highlighted the barriers that can hinder the development of partnership (see Heaton et al 
(2000; 2002) and Munro (2002), 
Heaton et al (2000; 2002) was one of the first studies that considered how partnership 
was being introduced into the National Health Service context. The study examined the 
tensions that can exist for trade unionists (and managers) implementing partnership within 
a multi-union environment. The study argues that within these circumstances the 
development of partnership can be negatively affected by inter and intra-union 
relationships, the influence of inter union rivalry having represented a long standing 
feature of the NHS (Bach, 2004:5). The study highlighted the complexities of the patterns 
of interaction not only between management and unions but also within the unions 
themselves, leading to complex and competing interpretations. 
Union Effectiveness. 
Studies have suggested that the perceived effectiveness of both managers and union 
representatives can hinder the development of partnership. However, most studies focus 
on the implications and threats for trade union representatives and their ability to 
represent staff views and interests effectively (Taylor and Ramsay, 1998; Marks et ai, 
1998; Danford and Upchurch, 1999; Danford et ai, 2002; Heaton et ai, 2000; Munro, 
2002). As we are reminded, the barriers such as suspicion, mistrust and non-co-operation 
are reasonably well documented elsewhere, as Heaton et al (2000) argued that this was 
exacerbated by a difficult multi-union environment in the NHS. 
Heaton et al (2000) found that employees were frustrated with union's ineffectiveness to 
represent their views and interests properly. There was also some indication of a lack of 
awareness of the need for representatives to spend time on union duties and a concern of 
union reps being too close to management ("he is a skiver ... with management 
aspirations"). This had led to feelings of insecurity and frustration and of course familiar 
claims of incorporation (see section.2.8.3). 
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2.11.6) The Changing Nature of the Union's Role. 
Bacon and Storey (2000) conducted a longitudinal study that followed the dynamics of 
management policy through the process of consideration, engagement and re-appraisal in 
a number of case studies. These included three NHS Trusts and provide findings 
pertinent to this discussion. The study makes a useful contribution, as it makes it possible 
to examine management thinking on the role of the union in the changing context of 
broader policy changes in the NHS. Respondents indicated that Trust status had given 
the management a blank page on which to reshape their relationships. This meant that 
any route was open to them. The study provides evidence of Trusts drawing up plans on 
ways to reduce union power, but these plans having had to be subsequently tempered. 
For example, the authors reported that in one Trust, management had refused to 
recognise the union, despite high union density. However, because of evidence of 
employee mistrust in management motives, they eventually signed the recognition 
agreement. These findings were contrary to earlier studies that had found Trusts were 
continuing in a co-operative relationship with their trade unions (Carr, 1999). 
Stuart and Martinez Lucio (2000) conducted a large scale survey of MSF representatives 
and followed this up with an exploratory case study to try to illuminate some of the 
problems in the changing nature of involvement within the NHS and to highlight the key 
trends developing. In doing so the authors were interested in examining how partnership 
was being introduced, the forms that the partnership had taken, how employee 
involvement had been developed and respondents' views on the risks involved. The study 
attempted to examine the position that collective institutions had in the context of the 
changes, as partnership needs to be understood in the context of existing employee 
relations structures (McBride and Stirling, 2002). McBride and Stirling (2002:293) argue 
that in order to understand the process of developing partnership "the relationship 
between partnership and existing models of collective bargaining is critical", (I.e. how 
collective structures are positioned in the new partnership arrangements). 
Stuart and Martinez (2000) draw attention to the balanCing act that is taking place within 
the NHS between individual and collective employment rights. The study found that on 
the one hand collective institutions tended to operate within their "traditional remits" and 
historical role (323). Therefore there was still a strong role for negotiation and bargaining, 
but there were no major developments in the role of unions or employees in decision 
making. Moreover, the representative structures had not evolved or seen a broadening of 
their agendas into new areas. 
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Bach (2004) in examining Trusts' approach to the implementation of the national agenda 
found that government targets were leading to similar initiatives and that there was limited 
scope for the use of senior management initiative. In terms of the balance between direct 
and indirect participation the study found that there had been a shift towards an increase 
in direct communication and while senior managers were committed to developing good 
relationships with trade unions, this was not to be at the expense of the overall employee 
relations agenda. In other words the implication is that these relationships needed to 
support direct employee involvement. In addition, the study found that traditional 
structures such as Joint management and union consultative groups had become less 
central to the management of employee relations, but importantly there was also little 
evidence of the erosion of union influence by the substitution of union-based direct 
(representative) participation. 
2.11.7) Developing Partnership 
The above stUdies indicate a possible tension between direct and indirect involvement. 
The following section examines the implications that this has had in implementing 
partnership. Munro (2002) examines the NHS approach to partnership, a particular model 
of employee involvement, where partnership with trade unions is a central principle. This 
therefore provides a useful context within which to investigate how individualistic and 
collectivist aspects interrelate in a single initiative and whether a tension exists. This is a 
common theme that has developed (also see Bach, 2004) and is linked to the parallel 
debate continuing in the wider partnership research. For example, Ackers et al (2005) 
remind us that the relationship between direct and indirect participation is not straight 
forward, and that unions (and orgs) need to manage these tensions successfully. 
Munro (2002) found that tensions are evident when partnership is pursued at Trust level, 
while employee involvement strategies dominate at the workplace level. Heaton et al 
(2002) also found that in one of their case study Trusts, while good relations had 
developed at the senior level, 'them and us' attitudes dictate relationships at a local level. 
It could be argued that this situation is what Roche and Geary (2005) term 'truncated 
partnership'. In the above studies the implications of these tensions pOint to the 
significance of problems at the local level such as union and management effectiveness 
in the development of partnership. 
The study reported the issue of staff cynicism in the first phase of research. While senior 
managers and senior representatives were optimistic (e.g. of a better working 
environment), staff felt that the initiative was cosmetic and were not optimistic if they were 
to offer suggestions that these same suggestions would be listened to. The tensions 
became more acute lower down the organisation, as there were specific problems with 
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line and middle managers who are expected to implement these initiatives. This was 
coupled with a lack of awareness of the trade union representative's role and the fear that 
the union would limit their power in decision making. It is interesting to note that unlike 
other studies, Munro (2002) highlights the problems that managers face and it is just not a 
concern for union representatives. 
Previous studies have argued that the successful implementation of partnership is 
dependent on the involvement of employees in its development (e.g. Wray, 2005; Roche 
and Geary 2005). Evidence from the NHS suggests that the difficulties faced in 
implementing employee involvement were hindering the introduction of partnership (Stuart 
and Martinez, 2000; Bach, 2004; Dietz, 2004; Tailby et ai, 2004). Stuart and Martinez 
Lucio (2000) question the ability of the systems of employee involvement in the NHS to be 
embedded as an integral part of organisational decision making on a consistent basis. 
The study found that Trusts were not able to encourage an inclusive approach to 
employee involvement at workplace level, as line managers were antipathetic towards 
involving their staff (cf Munro 2002; TUC, 2000). The development of trust can be 
confined to the main players in the partnership process (see Dietz, 2004). 
In addition, Bach's (2004) seven year longitudinal study explored whether there had been 
a shift in the balance between direct and indirect participation in the implementation of the 
national HR agenda at workplace level. One of the main policy implications that arise 
from his study is that despite an impressive array of top-down communication 
mechanisms these are not matched by increased scope for expression in staff opinion, 
again questioning how effective these mechanisms are (cf. Tailby et ai, 2004). While 
these studies highlight the need to involve the staff in partnership, it is not clear what 
impact this will have on the development and how this will play out in the long-term. 
2.11.8) Implementing Partnership: Positive attitudes develop over time 
Despite the difficulties identified above, and the pessimistic view of much previous 
research, several studies have found evidence of more positive attitudes regarding 
partnership developing over time (e.g. see Heaton et ai, 2002 and Munro, 2002). This 
supports the idea that partnership develops slowly over time and is a gradual process. 
Munro (2002) examines the possible tensions and her findings show that these tensions 
can be overcome. For example, the study found fewer tensions as the process of 
introducing partnership developed and that there existed better integration of direct and 
indirect involvement. A key activity in this development was improvements in 
communication (cf Knell, 1999), including a series of joint workshops that aimed to raise 
awareness of partnership. These workshops helped to bring together all staff and helped 
to build confidence for line managers, trade union reps and staff. As a result there was 
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more awareness of the union's role and more acceptance of the importance that reps 
played in the partnership process. Finally, the constraints that were highlighted as an 
issue at the start of the process had not materialised. 
In examining the development of partnership Munro (2002) describes how the Trust has 
developed a new approach to dealing with problems and conflicts. An arrangement was 
introduced that detailed how staff (management, employees and trade unions) should 
behave and included a practical step by step guide that stated who to involve and when to 
involve them in decision making and problem resolution. Respondents argued that the 
new approach had resulted in a quicker and more effective process. Despite these 
positive outcomes there are still some unresolved issues such as workload and time off 
for reps with cover. This is also a problem that is highlighted by Bach (2004) as 
representatives find it difficult to fulfil their roles because of the insufficient numbers of 
union activists and access to information. As Bach (2004:9) noted, provision of 
information to union members is an integral component of workplace representation, 
enabling local union representatives to convey an independent perspective and maintain 
their visibility. 
Union involvement. 
Bach (2004) argues that after considering the evidence of Heaton et al (2002) and Munro 
(2002) and their findings on the nature and level of union involvement, there is still a 
degree of ambiguity about the role that unions will play in the NHS. Heaton et al (2002) 
suggested differing views of when to involve the union and raises the question of what 
role they will play. While Trusts are required to involve them (See DoH, 1999), it is not 
clear how this will happen and when. Munro (2002) on the other hand found that problem 
solving procedures specified when to involve the union reps. What is clear however is that 
if unions are going to be actively involved in partnership, they need to demonstrate a 
strong and coherent organisation that gives an independent voice for their members 
(Haynes and Allen, 2001; Danford et ai, 2002; Deakin et ai, 2005; and that the trade 
unions are able to manage the tensions successfully (see Ackers, et ai, 2005). 
2.11.9) Which approach is best? Conditions under which partnership will thrive 
As mentioned, Heaton et al (2002) studied the process of introducing partnership in two 
NHS Trusts and examined the different approaches that these organisations had taken to 
developing partnership and found significantly different outcomes. The extent to which 
these were a success seemed to be dependent on the way partnership was implemented. 
The study suggested that a formalised and strategic approach to the development of 
partnership, which was coupled with a multi-union approach to union involvement and 
where implementation was systematic, had led to more positive outcomes. This was 
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opposed to the second case study Trust, which took an informal approach, including a 
bilateral approach to union involvement and the implementation of partnership in an ad­
hoc way that had led to divisions, non-co-operation and mistrust, all of which inhibited the 
process. 
Formal versus Informal aspects of partnership 
As Dietz (2004) argues, studies have highlighted the question of whether partnership 
should be formalised and so far, the evidence has been mixed. Oxen bridge and Brown 
(2002) argued that it was in those organisations where arrangements were informal that a 
stronger union position developed. Whereas in Heaton et ai's (2002) study described 
above, it was a formalised approach that led to more successful implementation of 
partnership. Finally, Dietz 2004 suggested that partnership gained its strength from both 
formal and informal codes of behaviour. More specifically, the study suggests that it was 
the strength of the informal relationships forged between the key players that were more 
likely to sustain high trust levels. This is also backed up by Heaton et al (2002) who drew 
attention to the importance of the quality of relationships. 
2.12) SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY AND ITS CONTRIBUTION TO OUR 
UNDERSTANDING OF PARTNERSHIP 
As the preceding literature review demonstrates, much of the research on partnership in 
the UK is empirical in nature with little theoretical underpinning. Although a handful of 
papers (such as Ackers and Payne, 1998; Ackers, 2002) refer to the broader perspectives 
of pluralism and unitarism, on the whole the field is theoretically under developed (Kelly, 
1998). While partnership has been understood to be rooted in the mutual gains literature, 
few, if any, have used its key assumptions to evaluate partnership in any systematic way. 
In addition, there has been insufficient consideration of what can be learnt from the wider 
LMC literature in the US (Kelly, 2004). The current study attempts to address this 
recognised shortcoming. 
There are a number of theoretical frameworks (along with the US theory on labour 
management cooperation) that could usefully be used to engage in a rigorous 
investigation of partnership. Social Exchange theory is one such theoretical approach that 
could be used to assess the viability of partnership and to help explain the factors that can 
both propel and disrupt the relationship. The following pages will examine this theory and 
its potential for helping to explain how partnership can be developed successfully. 
Specifically, after providing a background to social exchange theory, this section 
examines the role of reciprocity, relational cohesion theory, the effect theory of social 
exchange and the role of commitment in relationship maintenance. 
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Initially, it is worth considering what is social exchange theory and how does it help us 
understand the development and maintenance of social partnership relationships. Social 
exchange theory is a broad underlying theoretical lens that for a large number of years 
has had a dominant role in understanding the employment relationship (Coyle-Shapiro 
and Conway, 2005). In addition, concepts such as the psychological contract have 
developed our understanding further and have demonstrated the wide applicability of 
social exchange theory (Shore and Coyle-Shaprio, 2003). The psychological contract and 
Positive Organisational Support (POS) and Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) have all 
extended our understanding in considering the number of different exchange relationships 
that can occur in organisational contexts, because focusing on exchange can provide 
insights into social processes (Tsui, et ai, 1997). For example, Wayne et ai's (1997) study 
of the distinctiveness of POS and LMX found support for understanding employment 
relationships via social exchange theory demonstrating a reciprocal exchange of received 
benefits with organisationally desirable attitudes and behaviours. In particular, the study 
found that when organisations invest in and provide recognition for employees, they may 
also be encouraging the development of strong social exchange relationships. 
Social exchange theory also offers a more informed approach to understanding the 
contextual issues surrounding exchange - an issue of interest within the present study. 
For example, Befu (1977) suggests that a major contribution of social exchange theory is 
that it offers a framework for analysis at both the collective (wider context) and individual 
level and has attempted to bridge the gap between these two levels. In support of this, 
Zafitovski's (2003) alternative social exchange theory highlights the importance of both 
structural underpinnings and individual behaviour and therefore stresses the importance 
of looking at individual motives but also at the context and structures under which 
partnership is being developed. 
The application of social exchange theory has been used as a dominant framework for 
understanding the employment relationship (Shore and Coyle-Shapiro, 2003) and can be 
used to gain new theoretical insights into the process of developing partnership. The 
theory (and its related concepts) can be utilised to examine the viability of partnership as 
an approach to employee relationships and to understand partnership and the 
mechanisms that lead to its successful development and the maintenance of the 
relationship over time. 
It has already been noted that if we are going to gain a more in-depth understanding of 
partnership there is a need to consider processes and the mechanisms by which 
partnership develops. Coyle-Shapiro and Conway (2005) suggest that advancements in 
social exchange theory examine the factors that propel (such as the notion of reciprocity 
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Gouldner, 1960) or disrupt the ongoing relationship. However, there is a need to seek 
greater insights into the process through which exchange develops over time. While the 
UK partnership literature has begun to highlight the facilitators and barriers to partnership, 
it has not drawn these together into a meaningful model and it lacks the theoretical 
underpinning needed for an in-depth understanding of the viability of partnership. 
Social exchange theory explains social interaction as a process of negotiated exchanges 
of both material and non-material goods (Homans, 1958) and seeks to explain how 
relationships are formed and maintained. Social exchange theory suggests .that the 
mechanism by which this process occurs through a subjective cost / benefit analysis 
wher~jndividuals minimise costs and maximise rewards within their relationships. If a 
balance between costs and rewards can be achieved then the relationship is maintained 
(relationship considered as equitable), but if this balance is not attained then the individual 
will choose to leave the relationship. 
Furthermore, Homans (1958) argues that in interacting with each other the decision to get 
involved and build a relationship is also dependent on a consideration of alternatives. 
This idea from economics suggests that the cost of a particular course of action is the 
equivalent of the giving up of an alternative. Hence, rewards are not just seen as benefits 
in themselves but the person weighs up these benefits against the alternatives open to 
them. It could be argued that it is too Simplistic to explain the process that the individual 
goes through when making a decision to co-operate using a cost benefit analysis. For 
example, how can an individual be aware of all possible alternatives open to them? It 
could be predicted therefore that a relationship that is perceived as one-sided or where 
the benefits are weighed towards one party then the relationship is likely to breakdown. 
However the lack of any alternative for the union could also mediate this and mean that 
the union continues in the relationship despite concerns of a lack of benefits. 
There are a number of mechanisms that have been put forward to explain why parties 
decide to cooperate and could therefore be used to help explain the reasons why 
management and trade union decide to get involved in partnership and to maintain their 
relationships. The following will consider the roles that the following concepts have in 
explaining the mechanisms by which partnership works. 
Role of reciprocity 
The underlying process of balancing costs against benefits can be partly explained by the 
concept of reciprocity and this concept is important in predicting how relationships are 
sustained over time. Gouldner (1960) in his seminal work on reciprocity suggests that the 
norm provides one among many starting mechanisms that help initiate social interaction. 
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Reciprocity has a particularly significant role as it helps to maintain the ongoing 
relationship as it strengthens feelings of indebtedness by creating obligations toward the 
other party in the exchange on the basis of their past (beneficial) behaviour. Hence, the 
parties remain obligated for a longer period of time, they trust the other party to 
reciprocate and this in turn strengthens the exchange. There is also some indication here 
where trust fits into the process of developing relationships based on reciprocity. As 
Coyle-Shapiro and Conway (2005) explain, at the start of the process there is little trust 
and the exchange begins with minor transactions deriving small benefits but this 
behaviour is an indication of trustworthiness and thus facilitates the ongoing relationship. 
Social exchange describes this interaction as a process of give and take (Homans, 1958) 
and the notion of reciprocity can help explain an individual's expectations that an action 
will be reciprocated over time (Gouldner, 1960). Thus, arguing also that reciprocity helps 
to stabilise the relationship because its existence (or acts of reciprocity) motivates the 
other party to continue to co-operate. 
Examining partnership from a social exchange perspective enables a deeper 
understanding of the decision processes that the parties go through when deciding firstly 
whether they will enter an exchange relationship and whether they will continue to 
cooperate as the relationship develops over time. Reciprocity has already been 
highlighted as a principle on which partnership is built; however previous research has not 
explicitly used social exchange to investigate the viability of partnership. 
It could be argued that the theory would predict that partnership would not be sustained 
unless reciprocit¥._l~ present. However, Gouldner (1960) suggests that there are certain 
circumstances or conditions where one party may provide benefits for the other despite a 
lack of reciprocity. Specifically, he suggests that the norm can engender motives for 
--~-..".. -- - - - ---­
returning benefits even when power differences might invite exploitation and therefore 
could open up the possibility for mutual gains to be obtained by management, employees 
and their representatives. The implication is that if either party enters the relationship for 
only what they can get out of it, this is likely to lead to a stall in the development of the 
relationship. 
Power Dependence 
When the relationship is initiated there are varying degrees of dependence between the 
parties and this can mediate the success of the exchange. As Lawler (2001) argues, 
power balance in the relationship is important as it has a significant effect on emotional 
outcomes of exchange and impacts the generation of shared responsibility. For example, 
in relationships where there is a high dependence or equal power, repeated exchange is 
\ 
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the result which in turn can lead to relational cohesion and commitment (Yoon and Lawler, 
2006). 
Relationship Maintenance: Relational Cohesion Theory 
Lawler and Yoon's (1993; 1996) theory of relational cohesion contributes to our 
understanding of how partnership develops as it predicts how and when people in 
exchange become committed to their relationship and in particular explains how and why 
emotional processes foster commitment and highlight the central role of emotion in this 
process. The theory of relational cohesion is significant for providing insights into how 
partnership develops by considering the role of commitment in maintaining a successful 
partnership and strengthening the relationship between management and trade unions. 
However, it could also be suggested that the problem of becoming incorporated into 
management thinking was a possibility if the relationship becomes too close. This could 
especially be the case when the power is sided with management as with an employer 
dominated agenda. 
Homan's (1958) work highlights reinforcement as important for the maintenance of the 
relationship in explaining the rate of movement and changes in the relationship. The idea 
of reinforcement involves attaching certain values to the behaviour of the parties (both 
past and present) to assess what is valued and what costs. In doing so, Homans draws 
attention to the significance of cohesiveness in explaining why individuals are attracted to 
become involved. This could in turn explain how the (close) relationship develops and the 
intention to continue to cooperate. Indeed, as Festinger, Shachter, Back et al (1950) 
found, the increasing level of cohesiveness developed is correlated with the frequency of 
the interaction and the more cohesive the more influence it has over the other parties. It 
was this theory that underpins the ideas of relational cohesion theory. 
The relational cohesion theory argues that with repeated success at the task, the actor 
becomes more and more affectively attactied to the relationships. On the contrary with 
repeated failure, a detachment process occurs. In other words if the interaction is 
successful and this generates a positive result, the actors are likely to feel good and this 
will motivate them to interact with each other in the future (as they have an expectation of 
another positive result). 
The Role of Emotions and the Affect Theory of Social Exchange. 
Morrison and Robinson (1997) recognise the need to consider the role of emotions within 
the development and maintenance of the employment relationship. Lawler (2001 :321) 
addresses the role of emotions in social exchange relationships as "an explicit and central 
feature of social exchange processes". The affect theory extends the "theory of relational 
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cohesion" which was developed and tested by Lawler and his colleagues (See Lawler and 
Yoon, 1993; 1996; 1998; Lawler, Thye and Yoon, 2000). Lawler (2001) argues that 
emotions should be considered alongside other concepts such as risk and trust as 
important mediating mechanisms of relationship development. It is to this theory that we 
now turn. This theory and earlier developments such as the theory of relational cohesion 
could help us to understand the factors that could propel the development of a partnership 
relationship. In particular the theory explains how and when emotions generate stronger 
or weaker ties to the relationship and could provide insights into how commitment to the 
relationship develops and is maintained. Importantly, it focuses on the interaction itself 
and draws attention to the joint activity that sustains the relationship. 
The theory posits that when individuals come together in an exchange relationship around 
a common venture, a sense of shared responsibility for success or failure of that joint 
effort is created. Thus conceptualising social exchange as a 'joint activity' of two of more 
individuals in which each party has something the other values an~ therefore mutual gains 
is the objective. The aim is to generate benefit for each actor by exchanging behaviour or 
goods that the actors cannot achievealo.ne (Homans, 1961) thus leading to a shared 
responsibility. In particular the work contributes to the social exchange literature by 
recognising that the emotional effects (such as the emotional highs and lows) that are 
experienced as outcomes of the exchange, influence how actors perceive and feel about 
their shared activity and their relationship. 
The Role of Commitment 
Coyle-Shapiro and Conway (2005) argue that Interdependence theory (Rusbult and Van 
Lange (2003). could be used to theorise social exchange processes in the employment 
relationship as it aims to determine the interdependence on one another and how likely 
this is to influence decisions. By examining each parties needs, expectations and motives 
to one another, this theory coLlldbe used to investigate how motives effect decision to co­
-~ --,,--~.~-.'.- -- ._."­
operate. The extant literature on partnership in the UK has discussed routes into 
partnership (e.g. Knell, 1999), there have been few studies that have examined 
systematically the motives of the parties and what impact this may have on the 
development of partnership, see Wray (2005) for an exception. By considering the social 
-~-~,-,,-,~-. " 
exchange literature it has been possible to predict the impact that individual's motives and 
the interdependence of the parties could have on the development of partnership. 
Rusbult, et ai, (1998) investment model of commitment defines commitment as a 
motivation to continue or remain in the relationship, a state that in turn is predicted by 
three instrumental indicators (investment, satisfaction and the quality of alternatives). This 
definition suggests a conceptual relationship between the motives of the parties and their 
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commitment to developing partnership and therefore could be important in understanding 
why individuals get involved and continue to cooperate in partnership relationships. 
The model suggests that commitment can be measured with reference to level of 
satisfaction (how far the relationship fulfils its needs) and investment in the relationship 
and the quality of alternatives (could the individuals needs be fulfilled outside the 
relationship). The model could therefore be used to explain the extent to which 
management and trade unions will persist in the relationship and in turn could predict the 
success of partnership and its long term viability. Therefore signifying why theoretically 
we need to consider motives of the actors and their dependence on the relationship 
Investment size in particular refers to the importance that the actors attach to the 
relationship. For example, "as a relationship develops, partners invest many resources 
directly into their relationship in the hope that doing so would improve it" (Rusbult et ai, 
1998), as a result individuals become more committed because the investments made 
increase the costs of ending the relationship. Furthermore, explaining the incidence of 
"""---"--~"'- '-"" 
pro-relationship behaviours and why actors may become more open and share more. 
In summary, the background to the social exchange literature provided above offers a 
number of potentially useful concepts and ideas to inform partnership research, an area of 
study generally lacking theoretical underpinning. The usefulness of social exchange 
theory in helping explain the viability of partnership, its activities and outcomes, will be 
considered in the findings and results chapters. 
2.13) CONCLUSION 
The purpose of this chapter was to draw together the key issues important in 
understanding the ~_v~IQPrnE:nt of partnership in a UK context and more specifically in the 
NHS. The chapter has examined extant conceptualisations of partnership and how the 
research focus has developed from an emphasiS on the content of partnership (i.e. 
principles, practices and outcomes) towards an emphasis on the processes involved in 
implementing these arrangements successfully. 
There remain only a few studies that examine the process of developing partnership, 
citing in detail reasons why it might run into difficulties at the local level. Carr (1999) 
emphasises the need to examine views at the local level, by concludiTl9.....tb.~tlocal union 
...,-~-,-.~-'" '.'." 
attitudes and behaviour looks likely to be a major determinant of the success of 
partnership. 
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Although problems at the local level have been discussed (Carr, 1999; Taylor and 
Ramsay, 1998; Heaton et ai, 2002; Munro, 2002; Stuart and Martinez Lucio, 2000), more 
detailed knowledge and empirical research is needed to explore the challenges 
partnership brings at all levels in the organisation and the reasons for often varying 
degrees of enthusiasm. In addition, it is still unclear at what level enthusiasm exists and 
whether it does permeate through to local levels (Knell, 1999). It has been suggested that 
corporate level success and commitment is not being followed through to other levels 
within some organisations. As argued, it is imperative that the approach developed at the 
top of the organisation needs to be filtered down to the rest of the organisation in order to 
be certain of its success. However, future research needs to explore why this might be the 
case and how these issues can be overcome. 
From recent research it has been possible to identify a number of drivers and barriers to 
implementing employee voice and partnership, but it is not clear how these are 
implemented in the process of developing partnership. Previous research fails to 
systematically incorporate these into models of partnership development. 
The main facilitators that can be identified are: \ 
Developed communication processes leading to employee involvement at all 
levels in the organisation. 
Problem solving processes that recognise differing interests. 
Organisational culture change. 
Senior management commitment. 
Strong trade union organisation (sufficient numbers of representatives at 
workplace level, inclusive and independent. leadership style, good negotiation 
skills) 
Key players have a clear idea of their role. 
The main barriers identified were: 
Problems implementing employee voice. 
Problems developing strong union organisation. 
Lack of clear role for trade union representatives. 
The preceding review highlighted the lack of theoretical underpinning in research on 
partnership in the UK. In response, the social exchange literature was reviewed in the 
search for possible theories and concepts that could illuminate how co-operation develops 
between management and trade unions under the initiative of partnership. 
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Finally, the review raises a number of research questions that need to be addressed and 
these are summarised below: 
• 	 What processes do individuals go through in developing and implementing 
partnership? (The key activities, structures and conditions/drivers in NHS context 
will be identified). 
• 	 From this is it possible to identify the different conditions that are important 

facilitators 

• 	 What has partnership achieved? 
• 	 Why are partnership outcomes not being achieved? (How do the barriers to 
partnership impact on the process of developing partnership?). 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3) INTRODUCTION 
The current research into partnership in the UK has given limited attention to examining 
how partnership develops and is maintained in reality. There are some notable 
exceptions in a National Health Service (NHS) context, such as Heaton et al (2000), 
Munro, (2002) and Tailby et al (2004) who have examined the approach taken towards 
partnership in the NHS, either through a single case to explore the details of the approach 
or to provide a comparison of different approaches taken in two Trusts. This research 
investigates the potential of partnership as a viable employee relations approach within 
the NHS and in doing so highlighting the lessons that can be learnt and generalised to 
other contexts in understanding what makes partnership work. 
Previous chapters have established both the theoretical and empirical research conducted 
in the area of partnership to determine the feasibility of partnership and its practical 
considerations. The existing industrial relations system in the NHS has been built on 
pragmatism and incremental ad hoc changes. This has been replaced by a centralised 
approach based on partnership, but at the local level there seems to be no common 
model developing. This research will contribute by critically analysing the existing NHS 
approach to partnership and will help identify the gaps in the current model. 
What emerged from this examination of previous research were several research 
questions of which the main ones are outlined here again. 
1) To what extent is partnership a viable alternative approach to employee relations? 
What are the prospects for partnership? What are the outcomes and why are 
they not being achieved? 
2) How do organisations develop partnership? Are Trusts creating the necessary 
structures and processes? Can we identify its critical success factors? 
3) Have managers I trade unions the necessary commitment to work in partnership? 
4) Are managers I trade unions capable of working in partnership? 
5) What role do union representatives play in partnership and how far is this role 
accepted? 
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Figure 3.1: Research Overview. 

STAGE ONE - Preliminary Work (Why is Partnership being introduced and the level of 

support for partnership at three organisational levels)? 

LITERATURE PRELIMINARY 
INVESTIGATION 
I CRITiQUE I Key Infonnant Interviews 
TENTATIVE PARTNERSHIIP 

FRAMEWORK 

Perceived drivers and barriers. 

1 1 
STAGE TWO - Main Stage of data collection 
COMPARATIVE CASE STUDIES 
Multi-method approach 
The next step will be to detail the appropriate methodology to achieve the studies 
objectives and the procedural steps utilised. This will be in the form of a research design, 
the purpose of which will be to describe what data are needed and how the data will be 
collected and interpreted as simply as possible (Chadwick, Bahr and Albrecht, 1984; 
Green and Tull, 1978; Leedy, 1985). The aim of the present chapter therefore is to 
present an overall framework for the study, including the philosophical approach that the 
researcher is taking and the overall research design and the methods used to analyse the 
data. Finally, it was important to ensure confidence in the findings and thus the chapter 
includes discussions on how validity and reliability of the findings was achieved. 
3.1) GENERAL RESEARCH APPROACHES (PHILOSOPHICAL APPROACH DRIVING 
THE RESEARCH) 
An important distinction is made between the studies underlying assumptions; the main 
debate surrounds the relative merits of either positivism or phenomenology. The key 
concerns of positivism are that measurement is valid, reliable and generalisable (Cassell 
and Symon, 1994). It is based on the assumption that an objective truth can be revealed 
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by measuring statistically and systematically whether relationships between variables 
exist. This is sometimes referred to as the scientific method, where theory is deduced by 
testing hypothesises, involving the process of establishing the important variables and 
finding the links between them and is closely associated with quantitative methods. 
Positivism is thought to be too narrow in coverage to gain a full picture of social 
phenomenon under investigation and therefore alternative paradigms have gained 
prominence. Phenomenology, unlike positivism, focuses on the meaning that participants 
attach to the phenomenon that is being studied. Its prime concern is to accurately 
describe, decode and interpret the precise meaning of the person's phenomena (Fryer, 
1991. Cited in Cassell and Symon, 1994). It is the understanding of 'lived' experiences 
and studying people through prolonged engagement (Cresswell, 1994). The researcher is 
specifically attempting to understand and explain what is going on and why it is happening 
that way. 
Finally, Robson (2002) argues that stUdies can be classified in terms of their purpose as 
well as the research strategy used. She also contends that there can be more than one 
strategy and that the studies purpose can change over time. Yin (1999) also suggests 
that it depends on what questions the study is asking. 
An examination of the advantages and disadvantages of both research approaches 
enabled the researcher to justify the most appropriate approach when examining the 
development process of partnership. Specifically, phenomenology was chosen as 
necessary to understand and analyse processes and allows for the necessary flexibility 
during the research process to make incremental changes as the research progresses. 
Researchers taking a phenomenological standpoint are more likely to utilise qualitative 
approaches (Saunders, et al 1997) and was important for the current study, as the 
approach is interested in establishing different views of the phenomenon under study and 
therefore necessitates the use of a variety of techniques (Easterby-Smith, et ai, 1991). 
3.2) RESEARCH APPROACH: QUALITATIVE OR QUANTITATIVE. 
Quantitative methods can provide wide coverage of a range of situations and therefore 
can be fast and economical. However, these methods tend to be rather inflexible, are not 
very useful in understanding processes and are not seen by some commentators as very 
effective in generating theories (Easterby-Smith, et ai, 2002:42). 
The relativist position or pragmatic view (Cassell and Symon, 1994) argues that a useful 
compromise can be reached by combing the strengths and avoiding the weaknesses of 
each approach. However, Easterby- Smith, et al (2002) argue that this position has a 
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whole new set of limitations that are peculiar to the approach that should be noted. 
Indeed there are the advantages, that of accepting the value of using multiple sources of 
data; and enabling generalisations to be made beyond the boundaries of the situation. 
However, the need for relatively large samples means that it can be time consuming and 
expensive. In addition, the requirement for standardisation can mean that some of the 
cultural and situational variables may be lost in the search for validity in the findings. 
Despite this, by blending both qualitative and quantitative methods the researcher can 
produce a final product which can highlight the significant contributions of both (Nau, 
1995). This research was approached by combining methods in this way because of the 
relative neglect in IR studies of mixed method origin and the usefulness of potential 
applications of the findings (Whitfield and Strauss, 2000: 146). The current study takes the 
advantages of the traditionallR research approach of inductive and qualitative and mixes 
this with the advantages of a more deductive based research. Tailby et al (2004) is one of 
the few studies to combine qualitative and quantitative in a single study to understand 
partnership in an organisation. 
3.2.1) Qualitative Approach - serves as the dominant paradigm 
According to Van Maanen (1979:520) qualitative methods can usefully be seen as "an 
umbrella term covering an array of interpretative techniques" which seeks to get to the 
meaning of the phenomenon. Partnership is a growing area of research (cf Kelly, 2004), 
where not all variables are known and the context is important (e.g. see Martinez Lucio 
and Stuart, 2004; Kelly, 2004), thus a qualitative approach is considered more appropriate 
(Creswell, 1994; Miles and Huberman, 1994). Morse (1991) describes the characteristics 
of a qualitative problem, as being amongst others when the phenomenon is 'immature', 
and there has been a lack of theory and detailed previous research in the area. Hence, 
qualitative research holds the promise of quality, depth and richness in the findings 
(Marshall and Rossman, 1995). A qualitative approach will allow for greater flexibility, 
promotes the emergence of theories from the data (Marshal and Rossman, 1994), and 
enables the continual development and refinement of the research questions as the 
research develops. The use of qualitative methods is necessary to further develop our 
understanding of partnership and it will also allow for an exploration of the way that both 
the formal and the informal processes impact on the development of partnership. 
As few established models, qualitative data needs to be drawn upon to give an insight into 
the rhetoric and reality (Legge, 1995) surrounding the concept. While survey based data 
is useful in terms of outlining general trends, it can lack contextual sensitivity and insight 
(Marchington, et al. 1994). In general, organisations have little experience in partnership, 
especially in the NHS where it could be seen as a new approach and in its early stages of 
development. As the study is exploratory in nature, a survey would initially be 
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inappropriate, as a more in-depth picture is needed, but in the later phases of the 

research, a survey of staff views was conducted in order to gain opinions from this 

important group as part of a mixed method design. 

3.3) RESEARCH DESIGN 

In summary, the research was divided into two stages: 

3.3.1) Stage One - Preliminary Stage of Research 

It was crucial that the research questions are matched with the overall research strategy 

and with this in mind the purpose of the first stage was descriptive. Recent research into 

partnership was at a stage where it was still important to discover the important variables 

in the process of developing partnership. Preliminary work was used to generate the 

questions for the next stage and future research in the area. SpeCifically, the aim was to 

investigate what was happening in the NHS (a recent experiment in partnership), what the 

salient themes were and how these were linked to each another. 

As can be see from figure 3.2, the first stage of fieldwork involved ten interviews with the 

main players at national, regional, and local levels within NHS management and two 

major trade unions (Unison and the RCN) and in two Trusts (one Community and one 

Acute). These Trusts were also used by the researcher as pilot studies prior to the main 

stage of the research. Finally, a regional representative from ACAS was interviewed and 

the TUC Partnership Institute and the local organiser of the local Strategic Human 

Resources Intelligence Network were approached for background information. 

This phase of the research was essentially descriptive in nature, because of lack of a 

clear picture of what the issues are; and was used to firm up some of the loose concepts. 

The interviews themselves were semi-structured where there was only a pre-determined 

list of topics to cover such as what partnership meant in the NHS, the background to the 

approach and some overview of the process that Trusts were going through to develop it. 

The interviews also included some specific questions regarding the organisation and its 

context. See Appendix A for the interview schedule. 
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Figure 3.2: Research Design for the Preliminary work. 
NATIONAL RCN(xl) 
(xl)Representative 
SHRINE (Strategic 
Human Resources REGIONAL Unison (x2) RCN (xl) 
Intelligence Network); Representatives 
ACAS interview; and 
TUC interview. 
Trust HR 
LOCAL Unison (x3) Director (x2) 
Representati ves 
This phase of the research investigated whether national level support and endorsement 
for partnership working is mirrored at local level. It was therefore be necessary to 
examine the progress and process of implementation of partnership working. In order to 
track the process of partnership implementation from the endorsement of the concept at a 
national level through to the Trust at the local level, the focus of the data collection 
reflected these levels. Data was gathered from management and trade union actors. It is 
not only trade unionist attitudes that are important but the influence of management 
attitudes must also be taken into account, because it could be argued that these will also 
need to change. It has been argued that there is a dearth of empirical studies examining 
the relationship (or the partnership) that compares the views of both parties and at 
different levels within the organisation (Taylor and Ramsay, 1998). Data collection of 
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union responses is required to be multi-perspective as union approaches will be shaped 
by national level decisions, regional level support, and members interests. Hence, the 
design was adopted to ensure that all these levels have been captured. Although 
interviews with key officials were required at the outset, the focus of the research 
thereafter and in the case study research was on the responses and attitudes of local 
union representatives and their members. As Munro (2002) suggested it is important to 
not treat all managers or trade unionists into a homogenous groups as there will be 
different interpretations of partnership among individuals and at different levels in the 
organisation. 
In addition, the first stage data collection was concentrated within the Royal College of 
Nursing (RCN) and Unison, therefore embracing two of the main groups of staff 
represented, within a social partnership context; and it will cover the most numbers of staff 
in the NHS. It is also the case that most Trusts' primary relationships are with UNISON 
and the RCN; of which Unison especially is seen as dominating relationships in the NHS 
(Lloyd, 1997). It was found from the preliminary results that Unison representatives often 
had a strong role in promoting many partnerships in the sector and this was later to be 
reinforced by the main study. It could be argued that this could in part be to do with their 
expertise in developing learning partnerships through the initiative 'Return To Learn' 
(Munro and Rainbird, 2000), where they have been successfully working together in 
partnership with employers. Unison is widely investigated, which is illustrated by the 
number of studies of the NHS that consider Unison, such as Lloyd (1997) and Carter and 
Poynter (1999). Furthermore, Terry (2000) highlights the wider implications of Unison's 
experience, by arguing that their experience contains lessons and indeed implications for 
trade unions and their members. As the research progressed it seemed that to restrict 
the investigation at Trust level solely to these two unions would not give the full picture. In 
some circumstances some of the key players on the staff side were from unions I 
professional bodies such as the RCM and the AEEU, despite the dominance of Unison. It 
could actually be argued that previous work had also suffered from over-emphasis on 
Unison and the RCN at the expense of a wider perspective and the main study attempted 
to compensate for this by conSidering the views of representatives from other unions such 
as the MSF. 
Initially, the research at the local level covered Acute and Community Trusts in the South 
East of England, as these are part of the mainstream of the service and provide the 
opportunity to compare two different types of Trusts with specific and unique 
environments which will each bring different challenges for partnership. The purpose of 
this selection of Trusts is to find out systematically if common patterns evolve and where 
these patterns emerge. 
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Key Informant Interviewing 
The rationale for the design of the first stage (see figure 3.2, page 96) followed the key 
informant technique. The technique of key informant interviewing refers to the process 
where key informants are chosen strategically, based on sampling their specialised 
knowledge of the phenomenon or particular topic under study (Tremblay, 1989). A 
snowball sample was developed from contacts knowledgeable in the area and those able 
to give an overview of progress towards partnership. Snowball sampling was used so that 
it was possible to identify key actors who had differing opinions on the progress towards 
partnership and these new contacts identify a few more and so on the process of snowball 
sampling develops (Saunders, et al 1997) 
The key informant approach is especially useful in the planning of a flexible research 
design for gathering qualitative data. Although flexibility is emphasised, the interviews 
follow a focused framework of questions. The progressive nature and shape of the 
interviews are stressed in order to make it possible to use the data gathered from each 
interview to help direct and structure the selection of preceding interviews and informants. 
A further advantage of using the technique is as Geis (1991) contends that by developing 
a network of contacts by person-to-person calling can sometimes tease out some of the 
most difficult to reach individuals and encourage them to answer your questions. In order 
to facilitate this, the researcher should make a common practice of asking each 
interviewee to recommend several people who would be useful to speak to in connection 
with the topic (Whyte, 1989: 144). I n the same vein, it will be important to ask for 
examples of people who disagree with them. This part of the research was valuable in 
finding out what is happening NHS-wide in terms of partnership. This type can also help 
to clarify the researcher's understanding of the problem (Saunders, et ai, 1997); to narrow 
the focus of the research down and highlight the significant variables for further research. 
A number of objectives were achieved by the first stage of the research. Multiple 
participants, in different roles and at different levels throughout the NHS were consulted. 
This was in order to get a rounded view about what is going on with partnership in the 
NHS, to get an idea about what changes will be needed for partnership to work; to identify 
the components of the process and the drivers and barriers from all perspectives. The 
research also examined how partnership is likely to work at Trust level. This work allowed 
the research to progress to the main stage of data collection where the initial framework 
developed from these key informant interviews was tested for its robustness. 
In summary the first stage of the research aimed to describe how people perceived 
partnership and how it operates in practice. Specifically, respondents were asked about 
the drivers and barriers to the introduction of partnership and how union involvement plays 
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out in that context. The results took a wide perspective, incorporating the view of 
significant players from management and unions throughout the NHS system. This gave 
an overview of the introduction of partnership and the process of its development through 
to the workplace level. Another outcome from this stage was to produce a framework on 
which cases can be selected based on the specific variable of the level of commitment to 
partnership. Findings from stage one brought together in a tentative framework, a 
descriptive map of the partnership process (i.e. the drivers and barriers). Stage two 
involved an in depth investigation in order to gain a better understanding of the stages in 
this process focused at the workplace level. 
3.3.2) Stage Two - The Main Stage of Data Collection. 
Through comparative case studies, the key elements of the framework (highlighted in the 
first stage of the research) were then built upon and the linkages between them examined 
in the main stage of the research. The findings were based on content analysis of the ten 
key informant interviews' described above and established that conditions for and barriers 
to partnership are important for developing a model for implementing partnership. A 
number of specific elements were raised as being significant in faCilitating a partnership 
approach. Although, several studies have highlighted a number of barriers to partnership 
(e.g. Knell, 1999), these have not been included within current extant partnership 
approaches. The current research identified several barriers as significant, such as non­
involvement of some employee groups and varying levels of commitment to partnership 
and these were further examined in order to explore to what extent they impact on the 
implementation of partnership; and thus were subsumed within the framework. 
The case study research sampled the views of significant stake-holders at NHS trust 
workplaces to investigate whether there is any consensus of views between staff working 
at different levels within the organisation. Additionally, its aim was to establish whether 
there are developing strategies in the employment relationship (which mayor may not 
reflect a partnership approach). In light of previous discussions on the nature of the 
research problem, the case study approach was felt to be the most appropriate. The Case 
Study method can comprise single, multiple and specifically comparative case studies; 
however the examination of only one organisation in depth can limit the extent that the 
evidence can be relied upon or generalised. Moreover, Kelly (2004) argued that stUdies 
into partnership tended to be mainly (although not exclusively) single case studies and 
Munro (2002) recognises the limits for this in terms of generalisability. Therefore the 
choice to adopt a comparative case study approach for the main stage of the research 
was based on the need to have confidence in the findings as allowing comparison can 
lead to compelling and robust findings (Herriot and Firestone, 1983). It was considered 
that without being able to make comparisons between cases it might be difficult to come 
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to any conclusions. It was also necessary to examine issues over a period of time to see 
how the partnership approach is being developed in different trusts. As Munro (2002) 
argues that research demonstrates the importance of studying partnership across time to 
gain an idea of how issues evolve over time. This in turn helped to provide a context to aid 
a deeper understanding. 
This phase of the research was looking at the forces that are shaping the development of 
partnership within the health service. The purpose was to test and refine the framework 
formulated in earlier work using new Trusts and respondents. In order to do this, the 
comparative case study approach was used and included four case studies, to ensure a 
balance in terms of depth and breadth. Comparisons were drawn through cross case 
analyses to enable further insights to be gained and the model will be developed and 
evaluated in a number of NHS Acute Trusts to assess its viability. In addition, within each 
case a selection of different techniques will be utilised to provide triangulation. 
Justification of the Case Study Method. 
A case study method was employed in order to encompass the complex phenomenon of 
partnership, and it provides the opportunity to utilise a wide range of different data 
collection techniques in a coherent way. Thus, it can make use of both qualitative and 
quantitative methods using a small number of cases in a comparative framework (Feagin, 
1991; Yin, 1994). This method enabled different perspectives on the understanding of 
partnership to be captured. According to Robson (1993:40, 2002), a case study involves 
the development of a base of detailed and intensive knowledge about a single "case" or a 
small selection of related "cases". This can therefore give a rich understanding of the 
context and the processes enacted within that context (Morris and Wood, 1991) in which 
partnership develops. 
The case study is tailor made for exploring new processes, behaviours or topiC areas 
where little is understood. Knell (1999:1) utilised a case study approach in his examination 
of partnership, as it had the advantage of allowing exploration of the process issues 
involved in building effective partnerships. It was thought to be able to identify the causal 
factors shaping the development of partnership; this could only be revealed through such 
detailed case study research. However, although this may be a good approach initially to 
explore new areas, because of its flexibility and openness, it has been argued that it has 
more uses than this (Yin, 1994); for example it has strengths in theory development 
(Hartley, 1994, Eisenhardt, 1989). It was therefore anticipated that using this approach 
would enable partnership theory to be built on to this underdeveloped area of study. The 
case study uses a largely inductive approach; and is an all-encompassing research 
strategy that follows a logical deSign and benefits from the prior development of 
100 

theoretical propositions to guide the study. By attempting to generalise to theory it is 
hoped that this will lead to broader theoretical issues that can be used as a vehicle for 
examining other cases. This can enhance the studies external validity (Yin, 1994: 36) and 
encourages and facilitates theorising and generalisation (Feagin, 1991). 
Yin (1994) and Feagin (1991) highlight important reasons for using a case study 
approach, which illustrates its usefulness in the current study. In summary, it provides the 
researcher with a richness and depth of data by examining the phenomenon in its natural 
setting. It allows the exploration of unique organisational context and can help track 
change over time; thus it could be argued that it has a longitudinal element (i.e. it provides 
a clearer picture of what is going on, not just a snap-shot). It was therefore useful to gain 
an in-depth picture of partnership and was especially important in investigating the 
process of partnership from an early stage of its inception and to track the changes and 
its development over time. These views are reinforced by Sjoberg et al (1991) who argue 
that the case study method allows the researcher to deal with the complexities and 
contradictions that makes up the reality behind the rhetoric of the situation. There has 
been much rhetoric surrounding partnership in the literature and from the government and 
the NHS Executive. The research aimed to look beyond the rhetoric to examine the 
reality of building partnership. 
The case study takes into account the subtleties of the situation by studying a combination 
of factors that make up the holistic picture. It therefore tends to reveal the political nature 
of much decision making within the organisation; hence this is important when we are 
considering how partnership is being promoted and transferred throughout the 
organisation. In addition, there is a clear political dimension in the public sector that 
cannot be ignored. For example, the targets set by government and the pressure to 
deliver employee relations based on a partnership approach have meant that the 
effectiveness (or not) of the endeavour is likely to have serious political implications for 
the government. 
As the discussion has illustrated the case study approach is the most appropriate, as it is 
not clear what is happening in the NHS context and there were few studies examining 
this. The current study adds to this by providing a fuller picture and to start drawing some 
conclusions on the process. Many previous studies have been simply adding to the 
confusion surrounding partnership and there have been few attempts to draw this together 
comprehensively. 
3.4) THE SAMPLING APPROACH. 

The research was concentrated in one region in England. The Eastern Region was 
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chosen for academic and pragmatic reasons. A network of contacts have been built up 
within the region, representatives "from both NHS management and the unions; and these 
personal contacts have been supplemented with contacts that the University already had. 
In addition, limiting the research to a relatively local area will mean that travel costs can be 
kept to a minimum. 
Whilst the first stage of the research aimed to gain the widest picture possible on 
partnership, it therefore sampled views across the NHS at all levels (national, regional and 
local). This included both Community and Acute Trusts at the local level. However, the 
main stage focused solely on Acute Trusts for which there were several reasons. Acute 
Trusts are usually hospital based and are normally restricted to several different sites; 
whereas the Community Trusts are more geographically spread. Hence, by concentrating 
on the Acute sector it ensured that the research endeavour was more manageable; and it 
was possible to keep many of the organisational variables constant, while still being able 
to examine the different approaches to partnership taken by different Trusts. In addition, 
community trusts are undergoing much change at the moment concerning the merging 
into Primary Care Trusts; this will tend to upset relationships and thus might lead to 
skewed findings. On the other hand, the Acute Trusts underwent the same types of 
merger in the early 90s, so relationships to some extent have settled down. These 
relationships have had time to develop, hence it may be easier to identify where 
partnership is working. 
3.4.1) Case Study Selection 
It is vital when selecting case studies that each case is chosen carefully for its theoretical 
and illustrative value, using explicit criteria, as it serves a specific purpose within the 
overall design. As this process can be considered subjective it was important to provide a 
clear rationale to justify the selection of cases. Otherwise, it can be difficult to draw out 
the significant theoretical insights required (Williams, 1991). Although the approach could 
be criticised for not being representative, Bahr & Caplow (1991) argue that the choice of 
cases can often be fortuitous; thus it is more important that the case is judged to be 
suitable for the study of the phenomena. Purposive or judgmental sampling was used 
when working with small samples in case study research, this involved using judgement to 
select cases, which best enabled the research questions to be answered (Saunders, et ai, 
1997: 145). 
A framework was developed to identify theoretically where appropriate cases were going 
to be found and can be seen in figure 3.2. There were several variables that could have 
been chosen in selecting the cases, such as the strength of the union. However, it was 
decided that the variable of how well developed the Trusts were in terms of the maturity of 
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their employee relations was chosen. The choice of case studies will be determined by 

attempting to identify Trusts which have not received any previous attention in the 

literature and have not been held out as good practice or high performing examples in the 

Health Service. 

From discussions during the first stage of research it was asserted that NHS Trusts could 

be classified by the extent of partnership working and commitment I support for change. 

This assessment was initially the opinion of one person who was knowledgeable in the 

area, but other interviews supported these assertions. The four broad categories put 

forward were: 

1) Those that have done it or at least those broadly well on the way - might need some 

sort of further help to take it on to the next level. 'The aspiring Partnership workers' 

2) Those who want to do it but don't know how to - committed to it and have good IR. 'The 

committed' 

3) Where one side wants it and the other side doesn't. 'The undecided' 

4) Those who don't believe in it - only going to get movement here by changing the 

personnel involved, whether it be the on the management side or the trade union side. 

'The non-believers' 

Subsequently, the researcher labelled these as shown in figure 3.3 (page 105). 

It was the intention that analytical generalisation will be used, where previously developed 

theory is used as a template with which to compare the empirical results of the case 

study. In other words, the previous literature should be the guide for defining the case and 

the cases will be selected carefully so that they can produce contrasting results but for 

predictable reasons (theoretical replication) (Yin, 1994:46). By basing the choice on a 

theoretically important aspect of the study, there was a clear link to the studies aims and 

objectives and thus making them theoretically significant. 

As in line with critical pluralism, the theoretical framework developed for identifying cases 

was given to a selection of key informants in the region as part of stage one of the 

research, who provided examples of Trusts where the previous scenarios were likely. 

Extensive use was made of the networks of contacts built up over the life of the study. 

The informants were asked about the identification of Trusts, but it was also important to 

ask their opinions on the framework itself and whether it accurately reflects the current 

situation in regard to partnership. In the union ranks a senior regional officer of both 

Unison and the RCN were sampled to help identify Trusts and to see if there was any 

consensus on those Trusts in the region who were perceived as committed or less 

committed to partnership. However, contacts from the management side were reluctant to 

give their opinion on the extent of partnership in Trusts in the local area and claimed that 
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they were unable to comment on colleagues from other Trusts as they did not feel that 
they had the knowledge to do so. Finally, the Arbitration, Conciliation and Advice Service 
(ACAS) were also consulted as it was anticipated that an independent view on the 
progress trusts are making would be gained. 
Out of the suggestions given, four Trusts agreed to take part in the research. The data 
collected was examined to investigate whether there were any common views on which 
Trusts matched several of the scenarios detailed in the framework. The cases were then 
mapped on to the framework (top left) to ensure that the cases were illustrative of a 
number of different approaches that Trusts were taking towards partnership. Therefore 
over the course of the investigation, it became clearer which types of Trusts would need to 
be identified to ensure the aims of the research are met. I n light of these discussions it 
was decided to concentrate data collection within the committed box, thus avoiding Trusts 
who had no interest in partnership or did not believe in it and therefore might not want to 
grant access. By doing it this way, it was still possible to examine some comparisons 
between different levels of commitment. 
Every effort was made in the selection of cases to keep the variables as constant as 
possible. By keeping them as similar in as many ways as possible we can look at Trusts 
that are taking different approaches to partnership and examine what affect that these 
approaches can have on its successful development. If the heterogeneity of the sample is 
maintained, any striking similarities in views and overall approaches will be of particular 
significance and interest. The intention was to include a wide range of diverse enough 
Trusts to offer illuminating points of comparison. 
In summary, the research will involve working with four different Trusts (three relatively 
large Trusts and one smaller trust to provide a unique context) with varying degrees of 
commitment to and engagement with partnership. Specifically, this will include two cases 
where relationships were good and were aspiring partnership workers and two cases 
where it could be argued that relationships were not so good (or had not been good in the 
past) and they were not so committed. These Trusts want to develop partnership but they 
don't quite know how to and there were some obstacles to this. 
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3.4.2) Gaining Access 
The following discussion describes the practical issues involved in gaining access to the 
research sites, the problems encountered and how these were overcome. There are a 
number of reasons why access to the case study site may not be granted such as a lack 
of interest in the topic or a lack of perceived value of the work for the organisation or the 
sensitivity or confidential nature of the information that may be required (Saunders et ai, 
1997; 2000), and relationships between management and trade unions are always a 
sensitive subject (Whitfield & Strauss, 1998). The time and resources needed was also a 
particular concern for the current study, as in an NHS context there are demands being 
placed on NHS management and staff. In addition, in the context of this research, access 
to the NHS is difficult due to various bureaucratic procedures such as research and ethics 
committees that lengthened the process to confirm access to the Trusts. 
The concept of partnership is a live issue in the NHS and there is an expectation that 
Trusts will develop relationships based on partnership. One of the partnership 
relationships that are being encouraged by the NHSE is giving an active role to trade 
unions. As a consequence, there was interest in the topic as a research issue from 
managers and union representatives and the Trust's HR Directors were aware of the 
value to the organisation of taking part in the research. 
It is possible to underestimate the extent and the nature of the access required and the 
ability to gain sufficient access to realise the objectives of the research. It is important to 
be realistic in designing and conducting fieldwork and that which is theoretically desirable 
will be a long way from what is practical and feasible (Buchanan et ai, 1988: 53-4. Cited in 
Bryman, 1995). In the light of these feasibility issues it was often necessary to adapt the 
approach to take account of these problems (Johnson, 1975). For example, while access 
to complete a survey in Trust three was agreed initially, this in the end was not 
forthcoming. 
Saunders et al (1997) highlight a number of strategies that can be used to gain access to 
the organisation and several were found to be particularly useful. Access is not a simple 
or single event within the research process but it is seen as a continuous process 
(Gummesson, 1991 and 2000; Marshall and Rossman, 1989; Robson, 1993 and 2002). 
Access for this study was first gained to complete the research interviews and to make 
contacts within the Trust but further access and support were needed in administering the 
questionnaire after the qualitative stage was completed. Access was therefore developed 
on an incremental basis as it was hoped that this would help gain good and widespread 
access to the case studies. The relationships and networks that the researcher made 
through the exploratory work encouraged other Trusts to grant access and also once 
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within the Trust, previous contacts made with their union colleagues and superiors also 
helped identify the most appropriate person to approach (Saunders, et al 1991). 
A clear account of purpose and type of access required was provided with the initial 
request to the HR Director. This was to make sure that the organisation was aware 
(Robson, 1993) of how much time and support that it was likely to need so that decisions 
can be made as to how disruptive the research was likely to be. As Easterby-Smith et al 
(1991) argue human resource personnel are in a good position to help facilitate access 
because they are likely to have contacts across the organisation. In terms of this research 
they will also have the most contact with the trade unions and therefore were key 
informants in examining employee relations at the Trust. Finally, all the Trusts approached 
were also offered a report of the findings in the form of a case study report but the 
researcher was careful not to raise expectations that the research would answer all their 
problems. 
3.5) TECHNIQUES USED IN THE CASE STUDIES. 
In building up a picture of what was going on in terms of partnership at the Trust it was 
necessary to ask exploratory questions to examine the scope of partnership on offer by 
the management and trade unions at Trust level and how it differs between national, 
regional and the local (what is happening on the ground). The research became more 
structured as it progressed in order to include follow up questions and to monitor progress 
over the life of the project. Table 3.1 below provides a summary of the respondents and 
techniques used in each of the four Trusts. 
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Table 3.1: Summary of respondents and techniques per Trust 
Research Respondent (s) Approximate T1 T2 T3 T4 
Technique Duration 
Research Interview Chief Executive 30 minutes 1 1 1 
Tel. Tel. 
HR Director 1 - 2 hours 1 1 1 
Deputy HR Director or 1 1 1 1 
equivalent. 
Staff side chairman 1 - 2 hours 1 2 1 1 
and/or trade union 
convenor 
Staff side secretary 1 - 2 hours 1 1 1 
Selection of managers Ranging from 3 3 4 3 
(senior and service 30-45 Tel. 
level managers) minutes each. 
Focus Groups Selection of union 1 hour 4 5 8 7 
representatives 
(varying numbers from 
5 to 8) 
Total Respondents 11 13 17 14 
Structured Large Sample of N/A 110 100 333 
Questionnaire employees (in 3 out of 11 10 33 
4 Trusts). % % % 
Observations Staff Involvement * 
Group 
Joint management / * * * * 
staff Group. 
In total, 55 respondents were talked to across the four Trusts and a total of 543 
questionnaire responses were gathered. Furthermore, it should be noted that some 
interviews with the managers / chief executives were conducted over the telephone but 
these were still tape recorded and transcribed. 
3.5.1) Triangulation 
In essence, the concept of triangulation refers to the search for consistency of findings 
and in its widest sense can incorporate the examination of the phenomenon from different 
sources, respondents, and times. It also therefore embraces replication and in turn helps 
to achieve validity and reliability (Chadwick et al (1984). Triangulation means that 
"information coming from different angles can be used to corroborate, elaborate or 
illuminate the research problem" (Decrop, 1999: 158). 
Chadwick et al (1984) claims that Denzin's handling of the concept far outstrips other 
more understated treatments. Specifically, Denzin (1970) reveals four types of 
triangulation that of data (data from different settings to deal with a single problem, 
theoretical (through a number of theoretical lenses), investigator (compare several 
researcher's) and methodology (use of different measures). The current study triangulates 
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using different data collection techniques. 
The case study approach taken in the study serves to illustrate triangulation, by collecting 
data from a number of sources in order to investigate whether they converge to form a 
clearer more reliable picture of events. There is an abundance of studies that use solely 
interviews as a method of data collection, which in terms of gathering lots of background 
and in depth information, especially at an early stage in the research interest, it could be 
argued is appropriate. While qualitative data are still essential in studies on partnership, 
more sophistication is needed, in regard to the specific data collection techniques utilised. 
3.5.2) Multi-methods (one form of triangulation) 
Each case involved several different techniques and utilises both qualitative and 
quantitative approaches; the choice of which will be dependent on the purpose of the data 
collection (i.e. Different techniques will be appropriate for gaining certain information for 
fulfilling certain aims of the research). This approach allowed the phenomenon to be 
examined from different methodological viewpoints and is particularly useful because the 
research problem requires a range of different kinds of information than any single 
method can provide (Hollingshead, 1989). 
Triangulation of data by multi-method approaches was essential because the research 
was concerned with very complex processes involving a number of actors over time 
(Cassell and Symon, 1994). In the current study case study research is used to explore 
the whole organisational situation and is used to explain specific processes and behaviour 
that are either driving or constraining the development of partnership (Hartley, 1994). 
The multi-method approach is a strategy for overcoming each methods weaknesses and 
limitations by deliberately combining different types of methods within the same 
investigation. The intention was to attack the research question with an armoury of 
methods that have no overlapping weakness but complementary strengths and data sets 
(Hollinshead, 1989; Nau, 1995). However, Easterby-Smith, et ai, 2002:41) warns of the 
mixing of methods for the sake of gaining a richer picture because the findings may lead 
to further contradictions and confusions. Instead the methods were chosen to be of help 
in a given situation and the strengths and weaknesses of each approach were considered 
individually. 
The main advantage of using a multi-method approach is that converging sets of data can 
give increasing confidence that the findings reflect reality rather than related to faults of 
methodology (Hollingshead, 1989). The approach can also help to validate and 
authenticate the findings (Chadwick, et a11984), and can pave the way for more credible 
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and dependable data (Decrop, 1999: 159). On the other hand divergent data can signal 

the need to analyse the research problem further. As Yin (1994) claims, it is vital that all­

rival interpretations and explanations are accounted for. Although the utilisation of 

different investigators was not possible, investigator triangulation was attempted in the 

form of 'member checking' when informants were invited to read their transcripts and (or) 

a summary of the analysis completed by the researcher was provided and they were then 

asked to comment on it. Any disagreements or additional information was taken account 

in the analytical process in order to enhance the credibility of the analysis. 

In sum, the study utilised a mixed-method strategy and the techniques used were 

interviews, focus groups, and a quantitative survey of staff. In addition, this data was 

enhanced by the collection of documentary evidence. Each of these techniques will now 

be considered in turn. 

3.5.3) In-depth Qualitative Interviewing (Semi-structured) 

Semi-structured interviews with both management and union participants were conducted, 

in varying lengths. As previously mentioned in Table 3.1 the respondents contacted were 

the HR Director, the trade union representatives from all the major unions recognised by 

the Trust, a selection of service managers and the chief executive. 

It was important initially to get the chief executive on board and to examine his/her level of 

commitment to partnership and to ascertain where partnership fits into the Trust's 

priorities. While it was desirable to interview these particular respondents' in some cases 

there were some changes to this schedule. For example, in some Trusts the assistant 

Director of HR was the organisation contact and not the HR Director. This was often due 

to the fact of the way the work was distributed and who was responsible for the employee 

relation side, and in some Trusts the Chief Executive did not feel that he had anything 

else to add. In addition, some interviews were conducted over the telephone as it was not 

possible to arrange a face-to-face meeting in the time-scale of the research. 

It was necessary to talk to managers involved in discussions about partnership in the 

Trust but also some managers who were not involved. The purpose of collecting 

management views is to consider their opinions on the effectiveness of the approach to 

partnership and the feasibility of partnership in the Trust and the NHS as a whole. The 

managers were recommended by both the HR and the unions and managers were 

chosen from different Directorates / areas within the Trust in order to get a cross-section 

of views. Finally, it was useful to compare management and union views on partnership 

and to analyse differences between them. 
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Bias can be introduced if the case study organisation selects the respondents to be 
interviewed. Although key informants were selected because of their roles in the 
organisation, as far as the general managers were concerned these were normally 
selected by the organisation. After the initial interviews, these chosen managers were 
asked to recommend someone else whom they felt had different views from them. The 
aim of this was to ensure that a broad range of views were gathered and could be 
contrasted and that the views were typical/representative of the managers, "or whether 
they were providing an unreliable and untypical view" of manager attitudes (Saunders et al 
1997:96). 
Interviews pose a number of advantages and disadvantages; they are useful when 
informants can not be directly observed however there are limits to the quality of the data 
that is gathered because it only provides indirect information that is filtered through the 
views of the interviewee. As Cresswell, (1994: 151) comments, useful information may be 
limited because not all people are equally articulate and perceptive. To negate this, the 
interview transcripts were compared in order to investigate both management and union 
accounts. The interviews were also supplemented by the use of the critical incident 
technique to examine the relationship between management and the union and to test 
and examine power and influence. This technique is a means of teasing out information 
and was first proposed by Flanagan (1954). It is described as "a set of procedures for 
collecting direct observations of human behaviour" (Easterby-Smith, et ai, 2002:95). For 
example, the technique was used to identify the sets of circumstances where partnership 
and employment relationships have been successful as partnership is not fully functional 
in the NHS yet it was necessary to highlight and examine situations which have worked 
particularly well and attempt to explain the motives and actions behind them. This 
approach is sometimes criticised because hindsight is often used by individuals to 
rationalise the past and interviewees may have problems in recalling exactly what 
happened. Protocol analysis was considered to overcome these criticisms, which involves 
finding explanations for real time incidents, this was not possible in the current study, 
however the interviewer restricted the incidents to the last few years only. (Easterby­
Smith, et ai, 2001). 
Finally, the interviews were tape recorded and full transcriptions produced to aide detailed 
analysis. The tapes were then listened to as soon as possible afterwards and before the 
next data collection opportunity at that Trust. The taped transcripts were also retained and 
were necessary for future reference in order to continually refer back to the raw data 
during the analysis. For the interview schedule see Appendix B. 
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3.5.4) Focus Groups. 
Focus groups were conducted with groups of workplace representatives from different 
areas from within the Trust, therefore a range of different unions were involved. As 
stated, it was normal for Unison and the RCN to be the most active and co-operative in 
partnership but this was not always found to be the case. The purpose of these focus 
groups was to examine the challenges for the unions, their role in the partnership process 
and the extent of their involvement and commitment to partnership. As stated by Carey 
(1994), a focus group is useful for stUdies that are dealing with complex issues involving 
many levels of feeling and experience. The technique was also thought to be appropriate 
as it allows the sampling of the views of the workplace representatives at the same time 
and might highlight some interesting points of agreement and disagreement. A secondary 
function of the focus group was also to validate the data collected from other sources 
such as the interviews with HR and the main trade union representative and picked up on 
some of the issues raised in prior interviews. A topic guide was used to loosely structure 
the focus group and ensure that all areas of interest were covered whilst allowing for 
unforeseen subjects to emerge from the discussions. For a list of the questions I topics 
covered in the focus group see appendix C. 
The researcher facilitated, stimulated and maintained the discussion, while endeavoring to 
be as neutral as possible and to not put forward personal opinions (Carey, 1994), 
involving being open to new information even if it is contrary to earlier responses or the 
researcher's prior views. This research technique was particularly useful for eliciting a 
range of views and attitudes about the topiC and allowed the observation of how the 
participants interact with each other and hence infer something about the culture and 
climate of the organisation (Jankovicz, 2000). In particular it is the group dynamics that 
are a feature of focus groups that brings the information to the fore (Morse, 1994) 
because individual participation can often be enhanced in a group situation (Carey, 1994). 
The focus group was decided upon as it was thought that it would facilitate a 
comprehensive exchange, allowing all members to participate fully (Walker, 1985: 5), and 
therefore union representatives from the less active unions were able to get their views 
heard. It could be argued that when in a collective, union representatives were more likely 
to put forward their views. Therefore this is likely to lead to an increase in the quality of 
the data collected. It gave the representatives the opportunity to air their views on the 
topic, it therefore made the participants feel more empowered (Carey, 1994:240), and it 
was used as a bargaining point to encourage them to co-operate. The focus group has 
been used extensively in health research and so the participants were familiar with the 
technique and were likely to feel more comfortable. In addition, the focus groups were 
conducted after a certain length of time in the case study organisation (researcher's 
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credibility had been developed) so that rapport had been built up and participants felt 
more at ease and able to express their opinions freely. 
The selection of participants for focus groups is as important as for one-to-one interviews, 
and should preferably consist of people who hopefully have enough in common to strike 
up a discussion, and are then more likely to share information with each other (Krueger, 
1988). The membership of the group will more often than not influence the topics raised 
and therefore needs to be taken into account when analysing the data. According to 
Carey (1994:229) the optimal group size is between five and twelve, however a group of 
between four and six was used as it was felt that it would be more easily managed and 
everybody had more chance to give their view. Within the current study it was often the 
case that the main trade union contact at the Trust helped to select the representatives 
that were likely to be more knowledgeable (articulate), interested and of course willing and 
able to attend the focus group. Obstacles did arise however when organising the groups, 
such as lack of time, work pressures, and difficulties coordinating diaries between various 
respondents. Although, it was not feasible to conduct more than one focus group at each 
Trust as advised by several writers (Krueger, 1988; Jankowicz, 2000 and Carey, 1994), it 
will be possible to conduct broad comparisons across groups in different Trusts. 
3.5.5) Observation I attendance at meetings 
Attendance at meetings was felt necessary in order to observe how management and 
trade unions interact with one another in a formal setting. The aim was also to gather 
contextual information on the Trust. In all four Trusts the main mechanism that brings 
management and trade unions together is the Joint Consultative Committees or their 
equivalent. During the observation of these meetings certain issues were highlighted and 
particular information that was sought was identified prior to the meeting so there was 
some structure to the collection of data and the observations made. The specific issues 
identified as significant were, the issues to be discussed, the atmosphere and nature of 
these meetings. For example, were they collaborative or simply information giving, what 
topics or subjects were brought up and which side raised them? This was also backed up 
with the agenda and the minutes from previous meetings. In addition, the aim was to 
examine records on attendance at these meetings. Finally, any difference in the numbers 
attended from either management or the union side, where the participants sat, including 
whether it was management altogether and union side at the other-side of the room was 
noted. 
Some opportunities were also taken to observe how other joint work with the union was 
being conducted, one such example was the Staff Involvement group that had been set 
up to take the staff involvement initiative forward. The purpose of examining such 
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meetings was to observe management and unions working jOintly on something positive, 
rather than the traditional reactive or solving particular problems, such as disciplinary or 
grievance. 
3.5.6) Documentary analysis 
The relevant documents collected from each Trust are shown in table 3.2 below. In 
addition to internal documentation, the author examined the findings of reports from the 
Centre for Health Improvement (CHI) report on the Trust's performance where available, 
in order to add further background information. While useful information was provided in 
most Trusts, Trust three was not as forthcoming with the information and there seemed to 
be some confusion where the documentation was located. Despite follow up requests, 
the Trust's HR Strategy and the minutes of the consultation committees were not 
provided. 
Table 3.2: Documents collected. 
DOCUMENTATION 

TRUST 

Trust's Attitude Recognition HR Strategy Trust Strategy/ Minutes of 
Survey agreement Information Consultative 
committees 
1 * * * * * 
2 * * * * * 
3 * * * 

(only 

questionnaire) 

4 * * * * * 
Incl. Annual 
Communication report 
strategy 
One of the advantages of conducting a case study is that all the relevant documentary 
material can be gathered and can help to give a feel for the context. Yin (1994) argues 
that the analysis of documentary evidence means that the researcher is able to get a 
broad coverage of events and issues over the long term, however warns of the problem of 
reporting bias. 
When assessing the documentary evidence four main criteria were used in order to 
increase the validity of the documents used (Scott, 1990). It was important to indicate any 
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doubts about these documents (or the information contacted within them) and attempt to 
explain them, to be clear how much they could be relied upon. Firstly, authenticity was 
provided by the HR Director and all documents had been sanctioned and ratified by the 
Trust Board. Secondly, because the documents were official, there was no reason to not 
believe their credibility and were therefore not showing distorted data. Thirdly, the 
documents were checked for their representativeness over time. For example, the trade 
union recognition agreement and other strategies, minutes and policies were dated and 
agreed by both management and trade union parties. This meant that updated 
documents were considered. Finally, the context within which the documentation was 
produced was taken into account to gain their true meaning. 
3.6) DATA ANALYSIS 
3.6.1) Analysis of Qualitative Data 
Qualitative methodology is a messy text, where the researcher is not working with givens 
but with people and their dynamics. This section will describe the analysis of all the 
qualitative data e.g. interview transcripts and field notes from focus groups and 
observation. This study involved three general analysis activities as outlined by Miles and 
Huberman (1994), that of data reduction, data display, and drawing and verifying 
conclusions. The initial stages of the process do not only involve preparing and displaying 
the data, but are all part of the analysis process, which is cyclical and interactive. Within 
this wider process the study took the following steps detailed below. The process of 
qualitative data analysis is difficult and there is no right way of doing it, instead according 
to Tesch (1990) there are assorted ways. There is never solid agreement on how 
qualitative data should be analysed, and more than one method can be used to test the 
interpretation of the data and the study utilises a mixture of methods and were all 
conducted keeping the research objectives at the forefront. 
The process of analysis began with preparing the raw data by the coding of the interview 
transcripts. These were quite broad codes developed according to key variables, see 
appendix D for the coding system used. Transcripts from each interview were read and 
re-read separately for familarisation of the essence of the account and to select, sort and 
organise the data. In doing this, possible explanations and interpretations were noted in 
the margins. This was done on a case by case basis, both during the within case analysis 
and when comparing each case study Trust. 
The next step involved the design of several displays to organise the data to gain a 
comprehensive picture of what the data was saying. It was important to ensure that the 
interpretation from the matrices was conducted with consideration of the context in which 
the data was collected. As Miles and Huberman (1994) state, the display is only as good 
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as the data that is inputted and so direct quotes were used. 
The current study utilised a number of different displays. Role ordered matrices were 
used to compare and contrast the different views of the respondents; specifically, 
management and trade union actor's views were tabled. The study moved beyond 
simply understanding what was happening to questioning why things happen. The within 
case analysis was concerned with finding out what led to what in the chain of events in 
developing partnership and why, therefore including a time element. To fully understand 
the process of developing partnership, process and variable analyses were performed, as 
both are needed at different times in the interpretation of the data (Miles and Huberman, 
1994). The variable mode was used to identify important variables, looking for similarities 
and seeing how these interact with each other, while the process mode was used to 
consider the flow of events that could be identified as being part of the process of 
developing partnership. 
Matrices were not only used as a means of displaying the data but also to allow 
conclusions to be drawn. The main methods used to verify the conclusions were feedback 
from respondents and there was constant returning to field notes to check whether the 
raw data would confirm the conclusions. 
In drawing conclusions on the process of developing partnership, the study adapted the 
approach of pattern matching to interpret the findings from the case study (See Yin, 
1994). By using this approach it is possible to show that all rival explanations and 
possibilities had been considered by comparing an empirically based pattern with a 
predicted one. This was done by comparing previous research and the findings from the 
exploratory work with what had been found in the more extensive case study work. 
Specifically, this involved comparing views sampled at both the national and regional level 
views with the reality at Trust level. If these patterns coincide this can help to strengthen 
internal validity (Trochim, 1989; Yin, 1994). In addition, the model of the process 
developed from the ·first case study Trust was used as a template to compare the patterns 
emerging at the other Trusts. 
3.6.2) Focus Group Analysis 
Kreuger (1988) identifies problems with the analysis of data from focus groups and so the 
purpose of the study was continually reviewed to ensure the wealth of data created did not 
lead to problems drawing out the most significant points from the volume and complexity 
of the data. 
The steps used to analyse the data were those set out in Jankowicz (2000). Firstly, a 
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transcript was written up providing simply a descriptive summary of the content, avoiding 
interpretation to ensure the facts are not distorted. Secondly, an interpretation of the data 
based on prior expectations was developed and included verbatim quotes to reflect the 
major consensuses and the key disagreements from the group. This process of moving 
between the raw data and interpretation has been referred to as the analysis continuum 
(Kreuger, 1988). Throughout the analysis it was important to stay close to the raw data by 
ensuring that the meaning drawn can be backed up with evidence from the data 
(Jankovicz, 2000). Finally, in order to ensure that the full picture and valid meaning can 
be drawn from the focus group data, it was important to "understand the impact of 
psychological factors that can potentially limit the quality of the data" Carey (1994:235). 
As argued, these factors are part of the contextual environment and the experiences that 
the participants have gone through. 
3.6.2) Validity and Reliability. 
Lincoln and Guba (1985) argue and demonstrate the total inappropriateness of the terms 
validity, reliability and objectivity in describing qualitative research. Due to criticisms of a 
lack of rigour and credibility it was important to explain and justify how and why the 
qualitative approaches used in this study were sound (Decrop, 1999: 157). Some of the 
criticisms levelled at qualitative data such as that it is unscientific, have led commentators 
such as Lincoln and Guba (1985) and Marshall and Rossman (1995) to present 
alternative criteria on which to judge the quality of qualitative data and these were 
observed in the current study. These ideas were combined and used to ensure the quality 
of the data. Therefore in order to increase the trustworthiness and the quality of qualitative 
research, Decrop (1999) proposes triangulation as a way to implement them. 
1) 	 The credibility criteria (internal validity) should be demonstrated by revealing that 
the phenomenon was accurately identified and described. In order to have 
confidence in the truthfulness of the findings, the research was careful to compare 
different respondent's accounts of partnership and check out that views were 
consistently held. 
2) 	 Transferability (external validity) refers to what extent the results are applicable to 
another context. In the current study the research was designed to enhance 
generalisability by using multiple cases, multiple informants and multiple methods 
for comparison. 
3) 	 Dependability (reliability) is evidenced by the fact that the study has attempted to 
account for changing conditions and has been increasingly refined as the study has 
progressed. 
4) 	 Confirm ability (objectivity). This criterion is supposed to capture some of the 

meaning and account for some of the need for objectivity. To consider how the 
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findings of one study can confirm those of another? The same (or similar) process 
is involved in the search for rival explanations and pattern matching where a 
predicted pattern is presented before the data is collected / interpreted. This is in 
response to criticisms that the researcher's subjectivity will shape the research 
(Marshall and Rossman, 1995). The researcher also developed strategies for 
dealing with bias in interpretation such as recruiting a 'devil's advocate' to critically 
question the analyses and there was a constant search for negative instances or 
rival hypothesis in the data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Marshall and Rossman, 
1995; Yin, 1994). 
Decrop (1999: 158) argues that these criteria should not be limited to mere contemplation; 
rather they need to be implemented at the research design stage. These criteria were 
achieved through asserting that the goal of the qualitative research was not to replicate 
the study because of the fact that the context is forever changing. In addition, by keeping 
thorough notes and recording procedures followed, protocols developed and design 
decisions made the study's rationale will be able to be examined by other researchers. 
3.7) QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 
Purpose 
A questionnaire was administered to all employees in three out of four Trusts from senior 
management down to the lower level staff to examine their experience of partnership. 
Unfortunately whilst Trust Three initially agreed to take part in the survey they pulled out 
as they could not commit to a continued involvement with the research. The aim of the 
case study research was to examine partnership from different perspectives and hence 
the questionnaire examined employee's experiences under partnership. More generally, 
the review of the literature suggested that suggested that in order to assess the 
effectiveness of partnership it is necessary to assess the benefits that employees may 
gain. 
Oppenheim (1992) distinguishes between two types of approach to survey design: 
descriptive and analytical. In this instance, a descriptive survey design was adopted as 
the questionnaire was not designed to explain but to compare the findings from the 
qualitative data collection techniques against the perceptions of employees. As 
Oppenheim (1992: 12) argued that while surveys cannot confirm causal relationships, they 
are appropriate for gathering opinions, such as how many employees in the population 
have a certain opinion. 
Finally, the questionnaire followed a cross-sectional approach where comparisons are 
drawn across groups. The groups on which the comparisons would be made (such as 
118· 

occupations, departments and trade union membership) were decided in advance and 
these were built into the design stage (Oppenheim, 1992). A copy of the questionnaire 
can be found in appendix E. 
Design 
Prior to the piloting phases, the questionnaire went through continual refinement and 
redefinition in the light of the information gathered from the main interviews and this 
provided for more rigorous and relevant questions. Partnership is believed to be a 
relatively new concept in the UK and therefore there are no prior measures (see Guest 
and Peccei, 1998; 2001). The majority of the questions were adapted from previous well­
established and reputable questionnaires or scales in the wider employee relations area 
(such as the workplace employee relations survey from the DTI) (De Vaus, 1996). 
Questionnaire Format 
The questionnaire was divided into six sections. Section one asked for details about the 
respondent's job in order to provide the necessary categorical data to assess differences 
between sub groups of the population. The section also examined job security and the 
employee's perception of how this has been affected in the last 5 years (since partnership 
had been introduced into the NHS). It has been argued that organisations that follow 
partnership principles make provision to ensure a certain level of security of employment 
and this is one of the IPA's building blocks of partnership (IPA, 1992; 1997). 
Section two contained several questions to ascertain the level of awareness of the term 
partnership and examined whether there had been positive or negative movement on 
several dimensions of partnership identified from the literature, such as in trust, 
consultation, respect and information sharing. The aim of this was to give an overview or 
'snapshot' of the health of partnership at the Trust. The remainder of the questionnaire 
examines these dimensions in more depth. 
Section three looks briefly at how much trust employees perceive they have in the 
organisation and where their loyalties actually lie. It could be argued that partnership 
leads to a better employee relations climate, where relationships are based more on co­
operation than conflict. Trade union representative's effectiveness of delivering under 
these circumstances has been questioned. Therefore, Section four examines the position 
that trade unions have at the Trust, the extent to which their relationships with 
management are positive and employees views on trade union representative's 
effectiveness. 
As previously mentioned there is a lack of studies that examine the benefits that 
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employees can gain from partnership and the importance of involving employees in 
decision making at all levels has been identiFied as a determinant for a successful 
partnership approach. The following sections examined the extent of some of these 
benefits. Section five examined employee's perceptions on direct participation and the 
overall level of influence they have. Section six examines the extent of information 
sharing, whether employees were satisfied with the amount and the quality of the 
information they received and whether this had changed. Section seven explores 
employee's views on the extent of consultation. The first question looks at management 
style and the extent to which it is considered democratic. The following questions were an 
attempt to consider in more depth the extent and frequency with which managers consult 
their staff on a wide range of issues. Finally, respondents were asked specifically for their 
views on the Joint Management Staff Forum with the aim of assessing its relevance for a 
range of employees (not only those immediately involved in developing partnership). 
Question types and wording 
Dillman (1978:80) distinguishes between four distinct types of questions (behavioural; 
beliefs; attitudes; attributes) and argues that an awareness of these types leads to the 
systematic development of questions and ensures that they tap all data types required 
(De Vaus, 1996). The questionnaire aimed to gather information about beliefs such as 
the perceptions of what employees think is true; attributes, that is respondents 
characteristics such as which department they are in; in addition to some extent the 
questionnaire gathered information about respondents attitudes, what they feel is 
desirable in terms of the information they receive. 
A range of response categories were employed, ranging from four-point to five-point likert 
scales, some with verbal anchors for descriptive purposed, such as describing the level of 
job security or influence, while others were labelled each end of a continuum (e.g. 
question on management style). It was decided to keep the existing scales and their 
response categories as the responses had descriptive meaning and were used for 
qualitative reasons. 
Open versus closed questions 
Combinations of open and closed questions were used (Gallop 1947, cited in De Vaus, 
1996). Closed questions were utilised to ensure that the results gained from the different 
sub-groups could be compared (Oppenheim, 1992). Open questions were kept to a 
minimum and were only used to ascertain why respondents replied to a question in a 
certain way. They were used to elicit the specifics of respondent's views (Gallop, 1947) 
and to put the answer to a closed question in context, to examine other factors that could 
have a bearing on the respondent's response (Oppenheim, 1992). Filter questions were 
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included to exclude some respondents where the question was not relevant (Oppenheim, 
1992) and inset boxes were also used to highlight follow up questions (De Vaus, 1996), 
thus avoiding confusion and non-response. For full details of the questionnaire design 
see Appendix F. 
3.7.1) The Sampling Process 
Table 3.3 provides an overview of the procedures followed in administering the 
questionnaires at the three Trusts. 
Table 3.3: Overview of the sampling process. 
Stage Activity 
Define population The target population was all employees 
within three NHS Trusts. 
Specify sampling frame The HR Department was consulted in order 
to choose a selection of departments that 
would cover the main occupational groups 
at the Trust. 
Select sampling method Non probability sampling methods 
Determine sample size 1000 questionnaires were initially delivered 
I to each department, where departmental 
I heads had the option to distribute further 
questionnaires if needed. 
Draw sample I collect data Questionnaire distributed randomly by 
departmental heads to staff. 
Defining the Population 
The population is described as a collection of individuals, objects or events about which 
inferences are made (Diamantopoulos and Schlegelmilch, 1997). In this instance the 
population from which the sample is derived is all staff at the Trusts. Surveying the entire 
population by means of a census was not practical in terms of cost, time and because 
they do not always guarantee accuracy (i.e. sampling error due to collecting large 
amounts of data). In addition, the questionnaire of employees was just one area of data 
collection in a wider study and therefore due to its purpose it was not necessary to sample 
the whole population. 
Sample Frame. 
The working population of the study was employees from a range of departments and 
occupations represented at the Trust, (including medical! nursing staff, administrators 
and managers), which was appropriate for the needs of the particular study (Oppenheim, 
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1992). The HR department was approached for employee lists from which to select an 
appropriate sample frame (Bryman, 1995). 
Selecting a sampling method 
Samples are classified into two generic types: probability samples, and non-probability 
samples. A probability sample is where all members of the population have a known 
chance of selection and include sampling methods such as simple random sampling, 
stratified sampling and cluster sampling methods. Non-probability samples are where 
members of the population are neither assured of selection nor excluded from selection 
and include sampling methods such as quote sampling, convenience sampling and 
purposive sampling. 
According to Saunders, et al (1997) the inability to specify a sampling frame (as is the 
case here) may dictate the use of non-probability sampling techniques, therefore due to 
the problems highlighted above, the sample was based on subjective judgement. The 
study used a form of judgemental sampling, which is where "sample members are chosen 
on the basis of the researcher's judgement as to what constitutes a representative sample 
for the population of interest" (Diamantopoulos and Schlegelmilch, 1997: 14). 
Sample Size Determination. 
The sample size was difficult to calculate because it was not possible to access names of 
Trust employees. However as Oppenheim (1992) argues, the determination of sample 
size requires compromises between theoretical requirements and practical implications. In 
order to ensure that the questionnaire was distributed to as many employees as practically 
possible, help was negotiated from heads of departments at the Trusts who were ideally 
placed to ensure the questionnaire's inclusive nature and to increase the response rate. 
Finally, it was important to have a sufficient sample of each group of respondents so that 
statistical comparisons were able to be performed (Diamanopoulos and Schlegelmilch, 
1997), 
Draw Sample and Collect Data. 
Trust managers suggested that in order to keep the process manageable 1000 
questionnaires should be distributed initially in each Trust with the option of requests for 
further copies if needed, which proved sufficient. It was also suggested that the 
questionnaires were distributed to avoid the administration of the Trust's own attitude 
survey and winter pressures in order to increase the response rate. 
Table 3.4 below indicates the response rates for each Trust and the numbers returned 

broken down by department, occupation and union membership. In some cases these 
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groupings were re-coded so that there were sufficient numbers within each group for 
statistical analysis. Care was taken to ensure that cognate groupings remained after the 
re-coding. Response rates ranged from 10% to 33%, which compares favourably with 
other management studies. There were some instances of non-response; however this 
did not exceed 5% of the responses for any of the questions. Although, it was not possible 
to follow up these respondents via comments written on the questionnaire itself it was 
suggested that the reasons for non-response on the questions regarding trade unions and 
their relationship with management was related to the perceived lack of knowledge the 
respondents had to answer truthfully. It should also be noted that this potential issue was 
not indicated during the piloting of the questionnaire. 
Table 3.4: Questionnaire response rates. 
Trust 1 Trust 2 Trust 4 
Number 
distributed 	 1000 1000 1000 
Overall Response 
rate 	 11% 10% 33% 
Management 9% 	 30% 5% 
Nurses 	 32% 19% 45% 
Admin. 	 23% 40% 13% 
PAMS 	 18% 11% 21% 
Other 	 6% 10% 15% 
(Maintenance) (7%) 
(Medical) (6%) 	 I 
The following procedures were followed to attempt to increase the response rate where 
possible. 
• 	 Where appropriate a business reply envelope was included for ease of return 
(Linsky, 1975). 
• 	 A University headed letter accompanied the questionnaire which included the 
researchers contact details in order to deal with any question queries or difficulty 
with the questionnaire (Allen and Skinner, 1991). 
• 	 The amount of open-ended questions were limited to only those absolutely 
necessary (as they are likely to cause anxiety in respondents, which may result in 
the rejection of the whole questionnaire) (Linsky, 1975). 
• An organisation (the University of Luton) sponsored the survey (Linsky, 1975). 
3.7.2) The Pilot Study 
There are a number of reasons why the pre-testing is a crucial stage of the research effort 
(Oppenheim, 1992). It produces a survey that is usable (Bell, 1993; Fink and Kosecoff, 
1998) and one that will provide the information needed. Pilot testing can boost response 
rate because it can eliminate potential sources of difficulty and ensures that the content 
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and length are appropriate (Fink and Kosecoff, 1998). The pilot testing of the 
questionnaire comprised three stages. The purpose of which was, to gauge reactions 
from a sample in order to refine the questionnaire, to check for bias, understanding and 
ambiguities (Wright and Crimp, 2000) and to eliminate any problems there may be in 
recording the data (Saunders, et ai, 1997). 
Firstly, the questionnaire was given to an expert panel to ensure that the content, format 
and content of the survey were appropriate. The expert panel consisted of a selection of 
senior academics in the HR/IR area and those with specific expertise in research methods 
and questionnaire development. 
During the second phase of the pilot testing key informants within each case were 
approached. Normally, this included either the HR Director or Assistant HR Director and 
at least one of the trade union representatives who were likely to represent a wide range 
of potential respondents of the survey. This second stage of testing allowed for the 
checking of contextual issues and likely problems with the questionnaire. 
The final pilot stage involved selecting fifteen NHS staff from different levels within one 
Acute Trust that was not taking part in the final study. However, it was ensured that the 
test group was as similar as possible to the final population (Saunders et ai, 1997). There 
is no consensus on how many the pilot test should include but a minimum of ten for most 
questionnaires is thought to be sensible (Fink, 1995) at least a good range of respondents 
(Proctor, 2000: 169), and should reflect "any significant variations" in the target population 
(Saunders et ai, 1997: 269). When considering how many NHS staff to send the pilot 
questionnaire to, it was important to consider a number of factors including, the questions 
asked, the number of items in the scales, and the length of the questionnaire. The time 
and resources that were available was also a consideration, but in view of the fact that this 
was not the only source of data to be used and that the scales used in the questionnaire 
were pre-established, it was not thought necessary to undertake numerous tests. 
Proctor (2000) suggests that there are two main ways that a pilot test can be carried out; 
the de-briefing and the protocol method. The study used the de-briefing method, where 
the survey is given to the test respondents in exactly the same format as in the final study 
and they were asked to share their views on the questionnaire. This was done via a short 
commentary questionnaire to gather views on the worth and meaningfulness of the 
questions (Mitchell, 1996). 
The following aspects were addressed: 
• The time it took to complete, in order to ensure that the questionnaire engaged and 
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retained the respondent's interest (Proctor, 2000); 
• The wording; 
• Clarity of the questions and instructions. For example, care was taken to ensure that 
the questionnaire didn't ask two questions in one as this would be likely to confuse 
some people (Wright and Crimp, 2000); 
• Do the respondents have the adequate knowledge, information or experience to 
complete the questionnaire? (Wright and Crimp, 2000). 
In addition to these three stages of pre-testing, the questionnaire went through continuous 
refinements as the data collection progressed to take account of new information and was 
also adapted to take account of contextual particularities of the different Trusts (such as 
the names of departments). 
3.7.3) Validity and Reliability 
As can be seen above the validity and reliability of the questionnaire was assessed via the 
pilot study. Content validity was assessed by an expert panel and face validity was 
assessed by non-expert judgements (Mitchell, 1996). 
Validity was sought to confirm that the question items measured what they were supposed 
to measure and to reduce the number of items for each if necessary (Oppenheim, 1992). 
A number of questionnaires were sent to a number of NHS staff. It is suggested that the 
required number of respondents to facilitate a reliable test is between two and twenty 
times the number of items of the largest scale (in this case 5 items) (Kline, 
1994).Therefore, fifteen cases were used to test the reliability of the questionnaire (falling 
within Kline's recommended amount). 
Although all items were analysed and reported individually, reliability and validity 
information for the well-established questions/scales were sought. Where necessary the 
internal consistency of the scales was assessed by employing a coefficient alpha test ­
Cronbach's Alpha test - based on a test of internal consistency (Cronbach, 1951). The 
majority of these scales received high reliability scores between .80 and .92, which is 
above the minimum alpha level acceptable to ensure a scale's reliability (i.e. above .70, 
commonly quoted to render a scale internally consistent, Nunnally, 1978; Cronbach, 
1951). For the results of these tests see Appendix G. 
A Questionnaire's reliability is concerned with the stability of responses over time 
(Easterby-Smith, et ai, 1991), and therefore the findings from the trust's staff opinion 
survey could provide some kind of benchmarking material. Even if it is not possible to 
conduct this particular questionnaire on the same group of respondents, the Trust's own 
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survey does cover many of the same or similar topics. In addition, there may have been 
more than one survey conducted in the last couple of years and so comparisons can be 
drawn here also. Saunders, et al (1997) reminds us also that a sense of reliability can 
also be gained by including check questions within the same questionnaire so that it is 
then possible to compare the responses to similar questions. Positive and negatively 
keyed questions were also asked to include yet another check. 
3.7.4) Statistical Analysis 
There are two types of statistical tests: parametric and non-parametric. Parametric tests 
assume that the distribution of the population is normal, whereas non-parametric tests 
make no assumptions concerning the distribution of the population (Porkess, 1998). 
Diamantopoulos and Schlegelmilch (1997) argue that where possible parametric tests 
should be used and are normally more robust. However in order to use these tests three 
criteria must be met: the data must be measured by at least interval scales, scores should 
be fairly normally distributed and there should be homogeneity of variance (Robson, 
1985). When these criteria are not met, non-parametric tests should be used (Siegel, 
1956; Steel and Torrie, 1980). Despite this, some commentators have suggested that the 
using parametric tests on data best suited to being tested non-parametrically do not 
normally lead to flawed conclusions and can be extremely robust (see Weisburg and 
Brown, 1977 and Robson, 1985). Furthermore, the function of parametric and non­
parametric tests is also essentially the same, i.e. to identify the results produced by the 
study are down to chance. To test this out both the appropriate parametric test (one-way 
ANOVA) and the non-parametric equivalent (Kruskal-Wallis) were performed and no 
discernible differences were discovered. 
Methods of Statistical Analysis 
As stated the aim of the questionnaire analysis was to gain the views of employees on 
various organisational processes and practices associated with partnership and to 
examine whether there were significant differences between different departments, 
occupations at the Trust. In light of this the main statistical tests performed were analysis 
of variance (One Way ANOVA) and Tukey test in order to compare means across these 
groups of employees to explore variations in views. As the test does not show between 
which groups these differences are, the additional analysis is required (Diamantopoulos 
and Schiegelmilch, 1997). 
Statistical Package used 
A wide variety of statistic packages exist for the use in surveys. SPSS is arguably the 
preferred choice for many, and is considered to be suitable for analysing surveys of a 
substantial size (Evans, 1990). The thesis used the SPSS package (Version 12.0.2) to 
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complete a thorough analysis of the data set. The decision to use SPSS was twofold. 
Firstly, the package contained the tests required for the study (e.g. Analysis of variance), 
and secondly, because the package was made available to the research. 
2.8) CONCLUSION 
The following chapter will present the results from the first stage of data collection that 
aimed to describe what was happening in introducing partnership in the health service and 
to provide the basis for the main stage of the research. 
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CHAPTER FOUR - PRELIMINARY RESULTS 

4) INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this first stage of the research was to track the process of partnership 
implementation from its endorsement at the national echelons of the health service through 
regional levels to NHS Trusts at the local level. The chapter will review government policy on 
partnership through the analysis of key strategy and policy documents and through 
examining the parties' attitudes and motives towards partnership. 
The research period coincided with the start of the process of introducing partnership in the 
NHS and highlights a context that is favourable to partnership and therefore provides the 
ideal conditions to test the viability of the approach. This phase of the study aims to clarify 
the research questions to be able to focus down further on what key areas or questions the 
main study will concentrate on. The second objective is to consider policy perceptions at 
national and regional and local levels within the health service. The chapter will examine 
what both management and trade unions hope to gain from partnership, as the motives of the 
parties have been highlighted as important determinants of whether partnership will be 
successful (Wray, 2005). 
This chapter is based on empirical evidence obtained from ten interviews with key informant 
at three organisational levels within the National Health Service (NHS). The specific 
respondents from management and trade union roles were chosen for their knowledge of 
partnership and their involvement in its introduction into the health service (see figure 4.1 for 
an outline of the respondents). The results detailed in this section examine partnership in the 
NHS from mainly a national and regional perspective. However, the local level was 
examined as pilot studies to see whether there are significant differences between two main 
types of Trusts, the Acute and the Community and to examine how local Trusts were 
implementing partnership. 
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Figure 4.1: Key Informant Overview 
NATIONAL RCN 
SHRINE (Strategic 
Human Resources REGIONAL Unison RCN 
Intelligence Network); 
ACAS; and TUC. 
LOCAL Local union TrustHR 
representatives DirectorAcute and 
The main questions that guided this phase were: 

1) Why is partnership being adopted by the NHS? 

Rationale for its adoption, including its antecedents and motivations of the parties involved. 

2) What is it like to work under partnership and how has it changed (is it different from what 

has gone before)? How are changes being implemented? 

3) What has it achieved? 

Interpretation I assessment of policy from national, regional and local respondents 
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4.1) NATIONAL LEVEL: Drivers and Antecedents of Partnership 
It has been recognised in the literature on partnership and labour management cooperation 
that there are a number of drivers that lead organisations to promote a partnership approach 
(Knell, 1999; Kochan and Dyer, 1976). Based on the views of key national (management and 
trade union) actors in the NHS who were instrumental in developing the NHS policy on 
partnership and staff involvement and a review of policy documents it was possible to identify 
four drivers or antecedents of partnership in this case. 
Setting the Scene: Changing Government Policy 
All respondents at national level recognised that the environment under the conservative 
government of the 1980s and 1990s had changed as a labour government took power in the 
UK. As an NHSE respondent argued: "you need to set all of this in the context of government 
policy because things have changed", and, similarly, an RCN national representative noted: "I 
spent over 20 years working in NHS management before joining the RCN and it seemed to 
me that agenda was different under the previous government." 
Centralisation and Evaluation 
As discussed in the literature review, the establishment of self-governing Trusts under the 
conservatives led to increased decentralisation and greater autonomy for local management, 
although to differing extents (Bach, 1998; Carter and Poynter, 1999). This was recognised by 
the respondents and as this quote from an NHSE respondent illustrates: "Under the last 
government it was definitely a culture of autonomy where Trusts were encouraged to go their 
own way, to do their own thing - there was a positive culture of not wanting to interfere - if 
people did not want to do it they did not have to". In this environment "it had been difficult to 
get anything to stick", because there were few sanctions, or little control over the approach 
taken by the Trusts. 
It was also suggested in the literature that the result of the restructuring and managerial 
reform under the Conservative governments of Margaret Thatcher and John Major has been 
a concentration on financial efficiency and performance, often at the expense of the wider 
management of human resource concerns. For example, the removal of a predictable stream 
of funding caused Trust managements to be preoccupied with financial concerns (Bryson et 
ai, 1996; Bach, 1998). It was indicated by national union representatives that this was no 
longer the case and that under the labour government the NHS is being "properly funded" 
RCN National Representative and there are fewer financial pressures. As a comment from 
the Unison national representative supports: "money to a large extent is not an issue - when I 
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think about what it was like in the past - you are not facing those acute financial pressures". 
In addition he goes on to suggest that partnership plays a key role in these improvements too 
- "if you get a financial crisis and if you have got a system of partnership, I think you deal with 
that financial crisis better and probably the net result is that staff will be treated better". 
It has been suggested that under the current political regime there has been a realisation that 
as a result of recurring financial crises caused from under-funding and the conservative 
reforms of the 1980s and early 90s a different approach was needed. For example, in the 
'Working Together' document (DoH, 1998) it is suggested that government policy involved "a 
national agenda for local implementation with central support" (p12) and it was stated 
explicitly "this should not and will not involve central prescription on issues which are properly 
the responsibility of local employers and managers - services are delivered and shaped 
locally" (p13). This change of approach was acknowledged by the respondents as it was 
suggested that centralisation was a key thread running through current government policy. 
In the words of the NHSE respondent "It is different now because the government is keener 
on centralisation". Similarly, "A centrally driven change - that is generally well supported out 
there" was observed by the Unison National level representative. Consequently, the 
government has set quality controls in terms of human resources; it is about working towards 
a minimum standard because it is not thought to be acceptable for there to be variations 
between different Trusts. 
A number of respondents also drew attention to the government's push to improve the 
standards of HR in the NHS. The biggest problem was viewed as patches of excellence with 
regard to HR but the overall standard is pretty poor: 'There is a much more tendency to say 
that we need uniform standards - but not just saying that everyone has to do it in the same 
way but that everyone should be doing things to the same standard - which is what working 
together is all about - setting targets and standards - that is the minimum acceptable level 
for the NHS as an employer" (NHSE). For their part, government's objective is to bring all 
employers up to a reasonable standard, while being careful not to discourage those that are 
forging ahead. It could be argued therefore that a command and control culture is very much 
in evidence: "One way or another I think that the government are going to want to see their 
health service targets achieved" (NHSE) that is a return on their investment. 
The views of respondents highlighted that the government recognises that employers in the 
NHS need to have proper monitoring and targets to work towards because of a lack of a 
common standard across the NHS. This was noted by several respondents: 
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"I think that people like Milburn and the civil servants now recognise that employers 
in the health service need to have proper monitoring and targets to work towards" 
(RCN National representative). 
"Now with the working together and the targets we have the mechanisms in place to 
progress chase and make sure that people are actually doing it" (NHSE). 
For example, the self-assessment tool developed by the NHSE was designed to help NHS 
organizations to measure progress across seven standards and this self audit will from the 
basis of compliance with the NHS performance management framework. In spite of this, it is 
stated that it is meant to be developmental and not judgmental. This said, however, John 
Denham (secretary of state for health at the time) in the foreword to this document was quite 
directive about what he expected of NHS organizations, using language such as - "At a 
national level I expect to see ... " and "At local level I expect to see joint agreement on ... " 
(Self assessment tool/action plan). 
Several respondents highlighted the recent history in the NHS as a major cultural barrier to 
partnership. The legacy from the conservative government policies had meant that a 
complete change in culture would be necessary. As the comments suggest, the competitive 
agenda followed under the last government was completely at odds with the partnership 
philosophy. In the same vein, some of the suspicion seems to be due to union reps working 
with the same managers that under the conservative approach / environment would have 
been working against them. A competitive culture has therefore developed since the 
introduction of the internal market in the NHS. As a result of this there has been a recent 
history of poor relations in the NHS that has led to a lack of trust in employers. Therefore, 
managers face the challenge of a complete change in terms of culture and the way 
relationships are managed, which is at odds to the 'macho-management' approach of recent 
years. This competitive culture was perceived by the majority of respondents as not a 
conducive environment for partnership to flourish. 
Stronger focus on Human Resource Issues 
From the above discussion it is clear that the political landscape has had an impact on the 
development of a more favourable environment for relationships based on partnership not on 
conflict. The second driver is the need to solve a jOint problem of how to improve the health 
service and provide a better service to patients. It seemed that there had been an 
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acknowledgement that prior to a labour government there were problems of staff shortages 
through losing staff that were disillusioned, as well as recruitment problems and poor HR 
capability. As a Unison National representative respondent noted: "We found when we 
started the project that there was huge support in the NHS for moving away from the sort of 
Thatcher Tory confrontational market orientation as the experiment had been perceived as a 
failure and in fact it had resulted in quite a demoralized and devalued workforce which was 
leading to recruitment and retention problems". This view was also supported by the RCN 
national representative who had claimed that there has been "recognition that in a labour 
intensive organization like the health service that people issues and employee relations 
issues are highly significant and can not be the subject of entrenched positions". The above 
views CQuid signify a move from adversarial approach to partnership or joint problem solving 
approach and search for common ground. In addition, as part of the government's 
modernisation agenda HR had become more important: 
"The modernisation teams and the recent statements has been about setting quality 
control in HR alongside the overall agenda - stating that this is how we want the 
NHS to change - we want a quality health service for the public for X years to come 
and one way to do this is to have a better trained workforce and better staff morale" 
(NHSE respondent); and 
"I think that the current secretary of state, kind of realises that HR management very 
much needed to be focused on and properly funded - urged by consideration of why 
people were leaving the health service" and "the publication of the HR strategies in 
the last 12-24 months have also helped - there is far more emphasis, far more 
managerial activity based on HRM practice" (RCN national representative). 
The 'Working Together' document launched in September 1998 signals a new service-wide 
approach to managing HR in the NHS and provides guidance on Human Resource issues. In 
doing so, it sets out direction and allows for the measurement of progress nationally. This 
was the first HR Strategy to be introduced into the NHS in recent years and its aim was to 
bring all Trusts to a minimum standard in human resource issues through target setting. The 
NHSE working together coordinator (when elaborating on the NHS approach) argued that 
"working together is all about setting targets - a minimum acceptable level". It was also 
clarified that uniform standards did not mean that everyone should do it in the same way but 
that the Trusts should be doing things to the same standards. Hence, the national HR 
framework has developed from four main priorities: 
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1. 	 A strong system of underlying values (such as fairness, equality, flexibility, efficiency and 
partnership), 
2. 	 A commitment to working together on a wider common agenda, 
3. 	 Clear measures of progress; and 
4. 	 A proper system of review and evaluation. 
Greater Staff Involvement 
The proposals for change highlighted above will be approached in line with the government's 
policy on social partnership. In the HR strategy partnership is described as "greater staff 
involvement and participation in service development and planning change and for greater 
collaboration between NHS organisations and other outside organisations to improve health 
and social care" (p12). However, the document does not make a distinction between 
partnership and staff involvement but instead signifies a wider partnership approach across 
the whole NHS and at this point makes no direct mention of trade unions. Indeed, in the 
report of the Taskforce on Staff involvement (DoH, 1999) the term 'staff involvement' is 
clarified and with it the role of trade unions and how it will fit with traditional bargaining 
arrangements. It was made clear that "The term staff involvement has been used to mean a 
variety of things including attempts by management to by-pass trade unions by involving staff 
directly - we feel there is no room in the NHS for the type of partnership with staff which 
excludes or sidelines trade unions - in our view involving staff is not a substitute for collective 
bargaining" (p37). As an NHSE representative argued "important decisions are still made 
through the formal consultative processes". 
The role of the union and a consideration of the tensions that such direct staff involvement 
may have for the unions will be returned to later. The aim of the government therefore seems 
to be to involve staff and their representatives in improving service delivery to patients. 
NHS Taskforce on Staff Involvement 
The taskforce on staff involvement was launched in April 1998; and was part of a wider 
strategy to consult front line staff on how best to deliver services to the patients. It is a 
considered approach based on consulting front line staff and visiting Trusts that already 
exhibited good practice, reviewing a selection of research on staff involvement and 
partnership, e.g. Guest and Peccei's (1998) Partnership Benchmarks and the TUCs 
Principles (TUe, 1999); and listening to trade unions and partnership companies. This 
widespread consultation aimed to identify approaches that might work in the NHS. In sum, 
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the findings from the taskforce suggest that an involving culture which is based on co­
operation, leaders that practice and encourage this culture, good communications and routine 
staff involvement; and good industrial relations where unions are recognised as partners. 
In presenting its findings to Ministers, the taskforce claimed that staff involvement could work 
in the NHS, because they had seen evidence of it working and their recommendations were 
endorsed (DoH, 2000). In particular, taskforce members told ministers that they believed 
staff involvement "was the only way for unions and managers to break out of destructive 
win/lose industrial relations and work together in social partnership for the benefit of patients 
and staff" (p1). 
It could be argued however, that just because it works in some instances this does not mean 
that this can be transferred to the whole service. As noted, the NHS Executive has produced 
several guidance documents such as an action plan on how to implement partnership and 
has made public pronouncements regarding staff involvement, partnership and HR in 
general. These documents detail the rhetoric, but research needs to be conducted on how 
far these proposals have been implemented and how successful they have been. 
In response to calls from the NHS, the Department of Health developed a resource pack 
entitles 'Staff Involvement: Better Decisions, Better Care' "to help organizations promote and 
implement staff involvement through partnership working with staff and their representatives" 
(DoH, 2003: Welcome: Explanation and background). The resource pack claims to offer 
support and ideas of how to turn the rhetoric of staff involvement into a reality, although it 
does not purport to introduce any new initiatives. The document does draw attention to some 
important issues such as suggestions for improving communication, but does not give clear 
advice on how partnership can be achieved or how to overcome obstacles I barriers. A large 
proportion of the document is dedicated to 'selling' staff involvement and partnership to NHS 
organizations by highlighting the business case. Other resources include templates / 
frameworks on which Trusts can develop their approach and provides some brief worked 
examples in NHS Trusts across the country. While suggesting that NHS organizations need 
to be flexible and to shape their approach to suit their local circumstances, the wording in the 
document is one of prescription and the tone in places is dictatorial. It could be argued that 
this is at odds with the very values of an involving culture - a recurring theme evidenced in 
the interviews conducted at all levels. 
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Strong historical commitment to working with union 
It is clear from the above discussion that trade unions should have a strong role to play in the 
NHS but what had led to this? 
It was the perception of all respondents that good industrial relations is a pre-requisite for 
partnership. The findings support views in the literature that partnership is more likely to 
develop where there exists a positive IR climate in which both employers and the unions 
have distinct roles (Guest, 1995). As stated previously the union has a strong tradition in the 
NHS; and the decision reached by the taskforce on staff involvement was to encourage direct 
involvement of staff but that trade unions also had a key role. 
An NHSE respondent argued that, 
"Because of the strong tradition of unionisation and a well-developed bargaining structure, 
it was felt that it would be disastrous for the NHSE to encourage direct involvement and 
deliberately by-passing the union would be a recipe for disaster". 
She went on to explain the reasons behind this decision, by arguing that a lack of trade union 
involvement would cause conflict and "get people's backs up and it would not achieve what 
we wanted". "It is in nobodies' interest if management and unions were at loggerheads with 
each other, then it is not going to help anybody - we try and keep in the forefront of our minds 
what this is all in aid of, that is to improve services for patients". 
Union Motives. 
In addition, union motives for getting involved were also highlighted by the national trade 
union respondents. These views range from having further opportunities to contribute 
influence (stronger / integral role) and for a chance to become further embedded. The aim 
behind trade union involvement is a "desire to do things differently and better" and to maintain 
a position and level of influence (at least they feel that they are more involved). As the 
national Unison representative said "I have waited for 20 years for this - there is no doubt 
that it is good for us. We have changed the way we work - we are much more integrated ­
we are much more involved generally speaking". The above comment could signify the 
possibility of a revival in the trade unions fortunes or at least a more favourable climate. While 
both national employee representatives agreed that there had been a change in 
circumstances, the above view is a slightly different perception from that of the RCN; where 
the representative felt that while there had been improvements recently, they (the RCN) had 
always enjoyed a prominent role in discussion at a national level. 
Trade union respondents also believed that in order to play an integral role in the NHS the 
union must start delivering what the membership want; and must become institutionalised in 
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the NHS. A senior national union leader summarises the need for integration into the NHS 
when stating that the intention is to get the union "so far into the fabric of the way things are 
done ..... that it will be very hard to disengage us". 
It was also clear that there were seen to be benefits for the union from getting involved with 
partnership in terms of their renewal and union effectiveness. It was felt that "if you make the 
trade unions part of the DM process, part of the policy development of the employer that is 
will be seen as more of a positive thing - our experience has shown that with a partnership 
agreement you have more activists because the union is seen as positive and also you have 
better time off facilities" Unison National representative. In addition, "our experience is that 
where you have partnership agreements you have membership increases". 
It was not only the trade union respondents that believed that partnership was good for the 
unions, an NHSE representative also drew attention to membership increases as a result of a 
partnership approach, commenting that "often there were benefits for the unions - often when 
the staff became more involved, there was rising union membership and union involvement". 
Direct Staff Involvement and the role of the union 
The specific history of the NHS was highlighted as an important determinant (Le. strong union 
tradition); and it is this commitment to working with the union, for example, that is said to 
have secured a place for unions in the future of IR in the NHS. As Unison's national 
representative commented, "is this really just getting unions to implement what the employers 
want - well not if it is a proper partnership relationship". Generally, staff involvement is not 
seen as a threat; as there was recognition amongst trade union respondents that people do 
not want to be involved in all decisions but only in those decisions that directly affect them. 
They also want to know what is happening and so they need more information and therefore 
there needs to be improved communication and sharing of information. Shared responsibility 
is seen as important, also suggesting that it will be easier to reach these targets if working in 
partnership to achieve joint solutions. 
There seems to be no tension because it is recognised that you need both - "the two do not 
need to be in opposition - we have to get together". As was noted, "we are not talking about 
sole direct lines - unions are perfectly happy with it as long as they are involved as well". 
The above quote from an NHSE respondent signals an inclusive approach. This view was 
also mirrored by the national unison representative when suggesting that "staff involvement 
and partnership in the NHS are the same thing". 
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This reflects back to the literature that considered that the majority of partnership 

organisations had developed new communication mechanisms (Knell, 1999). Although 

research has found that in the public sector, there was still evidence of a tension between 

direct staff involvement and partnership (IPA, 1997). It should be noted that the findings at 

the national level in general did not support this suggestion. 

4.1.1) HOW FAR HAS PARTNERSHIP ACHIEVED? 

Support for Partnership (national level) 

In summary, there is a commitment to working together and issues of common ground. In 

particular, there is evidence to suggest that there is a consensus of views between the main 

stakeholders on partnership i.e. relationships at a national level seem to be working. 

Perceptions are that the partnership approach in the NHS is plausible and on the whole the 

official line from both unions and employers interviewed was one of pro-partnership. The 

following quotes illustrate this recognition of common ground and national level consensus. 

"Ultimately both sides want the same thing, they both want the best services for patients and 

ideally they want to do it if at all possible without making staff redundant - so it is trying to find 

where the common ground is and working for that - I don't think that there are any areas that 

they (management and union) can't work together on, obviously some are more difficult than 

others more controversial". (NHSE representative) and 

"There is an awful lot of common concerns - and the agenda on the ER front has got an 

awful lot of similarities no matter where you are sitting" (RCN national representative). 

"We found when we started the project that there was huge support in the NHS for moving 

away from the sort of Thatcher Tory confrontational market orientation" (Unison national rep) 

Progress? 
The majority of respondents highlight the need for cultural and behavioural change to take 
place in the NHS and this is supported in the literature (Several commentators point towards 
the need for a cultural change (IPA, 1997, Marks et ai, 1998, TUC, 1999 and Knell, 1999). 
The three national level interviewees felt that some progress had already been made on this 
point; but it was recognised that there was still a long way to go. "I think there is a long way to 
go before true partnership working can be said to be working" Generally, however it was 
thought that a more positive atmosphere existed. "There is a far better, a more positive 
atmosphere than has been the case in previous years or previous times" (RCN National 
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representative). Despite this change in emphasis, as one respondent notes, there was still "a 

great gulf between policy pronouncements and delivery on the ground" and there is also 

some doubt about HR capability I capacity in the NHS and this is likely to delay the progress 

toward partnership. 

4.1.2) HOW IS IT DIFFERENT UNDER PARTNERSHIP? 

A New Partnership Structure: The Social Partnership Forum (SPF) 

As the above quotes suggest it works well at national level because there are a lot of 

common concerns and issues between employers, government, unions and staff 

organ isations. 

Function 

The NHS SPF has been formed by the NHS Executive to lead discussion around these 

common concerns and strengthen partnership working at a nationalleve!. It is the formal 

vehicle, through which the main stakeholders in the NHS are heard. From the following 

views expressed by the key national level figures, the SPF appears to be symbolically 

important because prior to its creation there was no mechanism at all for a dialogue between 

the unions, government, employers and the NHS confederation. 

"A strange body - tripartite involving the NHSE, NHS employers' confederation and NHS 

unions - a national get together" An NHSE representative 

"They are groups of people coming together for meetings - which is essentially what the SPF 

is" RCN national representative. 

"The unions, the employers and the NHS confederation - we would see them as social 

partners - a mechanism for those three bodies to sit down together - prior to its creation 

there was no body at all that you could talk about issues other that pay" Unison national 

representative. 

The benefits of the forum are that groups have the opportunity to influence and contribute 

and the different groups are able to discuss issues. As a RCN representative argued, 

"Well it is an opportunity to influence - an opportunity to contribute - an opportunity to get 

certain values and principles discussed and hopefully accepted - so it is being able to make 

a valid contribution - not just being listened to but actually being seen as a contributor to the 

process". It was also recognised that there was also evidence of trade unions and staff 
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associations having the opportunity to come together and discuss common concern was a 
clear advantage. 
"You often find commonality amongst staff organisations which is very helpful - I think there 
has been more collaboration among staff organisations over the last few years than there has 
been in the past" RCN representative. 
"There is very little tension at national level between the unions, employers and government­
it is a very relaxed relationship" Unison national representative. 
Effectiveness 
Despite these benefits the respondents felt that the partnership forum was not particularly 
effective at developing partnership. As the NHSE representative commented "It is fair to say 
that it is not working all that well - because all the action is elsewhere - and it seems to suffer 
from a lack of clear purpose - the important thing is that they actually get partnership working 
on the ground locally". It was felt that the group would not be known beyond those involved 
at the national level and the aim was to encourage partnership working on the ground. It was 
still unclear therefore whether partnership working can be filtered down to lower levels within 
the NHS system. Therefore it was going to be necessary to consider how to bridge the gap 
between the national level relationships and those at the local level. The Unison national 
representative explained how they planned to implement this. "We are going to set up a 
system where the SPF actually communicates directly with the joint chairs and secretaries of 
the Joint Consultative Committees at the local level". 
In particular the respondents were questioning the type of structure and were reviewing how 
the SPF worked - "At the last SPF we actually decided to review the way we worked" Unison 
national representative. 
Management recognised that "Successfully involving unions in actual working groups is going 
well - they are lively discussions, they are getting a lot done - I think that the groups that 
work best are those where people actually have something to work towards - an output ­
people working together to make something concrete". 
The union respondents also supported this view by stating, 
"We would like to see this kind of arrangement be more virtual and the focus shift to specific 
project groups" RCN national representative. 
"We have established working groups which are doing very good pieces of work" Unison 
national representative. 
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In conclusion, national level respondents as you might expect were reasonably enthusiastic 
about partnership at the national level. Despite still trying to find what works in terms of new 
structures and recognising that progress will be slow but some has been made. "There are 
some that regard the whole idea with deep suspicion and regard it as a sell out - there are 
always going to be some people like that but the idea is that that should become gradually 
less and less the norm in the NHS" suggested an NHSE respondent. However, at the 
regional level respondents were perhaps more pessimistic. The next section will examine 
how partnership policy is being implemented at regional level and the perception of how 
viable it might be. 
4.2) REGIONAL LEVEL: Support for Partnership 
How is national policy being implemented at regional level? 
The centralised and directive approach of the government (that was different from the 
previous government) was discussed at the national level but was also drawn attention to by 
regional level respondents. 
"I am shocked at how people still want to hold onto power - this government is a prime 
example of arguing devolution while actually retaining strong central control- at the 
moment the government says jump this way and the Trusts jump that way irrespective of 
the impact lower down" Unison Regional representative. 
"They have to make it work, because if they don't, they won't meet business aims and are 
not doing what is required" RCN regional representative. 
An interesting example of what happened at a regional get together of HR directors and 
union activists in the region demonstrates the directive nature of how national policy was 
seen to be imposed onto the regional level. At first there was a presentation from members 
of the taskforce on staff involvement (both a staff and management representative) in an 
attempt to roll out their recommendations. However, as this quote from a Unison 
representative at the meeting suggests, 
"It became clear to everybody that they were pushing us in a particular direction and 
this was to have a regional steering group on partnership working" Unison Regional 
representative. 
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There was evidence in this case that both management and unions were in agreement and 
had to a certain extent collectively decided to assert their will. They wanted to use existing 
structures and devise their own strategy and certainly didn't see the need for another 
committee at regional level that was "not at the centre of power in the region - as that would 
be a waste of time" Unison regional representative. 
As the Unison Regional representative said: 
"In a most amazing coincidence both of us did not want to do this - I guess we are 
quite pleased in a way to rebuff the national initiative - saying look we will develop 
our own approach - we are comfortable working with each other at regional level". 
As a result the decision was made to involve the unions in existing groups, to share good and 
bad practice and support partnership in their own way. It was also recognised that there is a 
need to be realistic about progress and that partnership needs a longer term outlook. 
"we said we are interested in an organic growth not the bullshit - we are not prepared to 
make headline comments that give us the illusion of progress when in fact it is much more 
slower than this". 
"I am resolved to the fact that it will be a slow process but hopefully better and better 
relations - better examples of partnership working will develop" ACAS regional 
representative 
Why partnership: union involvement 
There has been much debate in the literature about to what extent partnership provides 
positive outcomes for trade unions such as improvements in membership and the 
motivations gained come from wanting to see change and a stronger position for staff 
views. However, the question seems to be how sustainable these relationships are. 
At the regional level a number of the discussions were surrounding why unions would get 
involved in partnership and what they hoped to get out of it. The evidence showed some 
positive views on what partnership had achieved but overall there seemed to be quite a 
pessimistic outlook on how widespread these positive outcomes are felt. 
The results at this level did suggest that union motives for getting involved in partnership 
were related to claims of a stronger presence and the potential for union renewal as has 
been claimed in some partnership literature. In addition, supporting national level 
respondent's views that they had seen evidence of rises in union membership and interest 
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in the union, there was the perception also at regional level that involvement in 
partnership could mean increases in union membership. 
"We do get an increase in membership - because people feel more confident - the thing 
that has increased our membership dramatically in some places is learning partnerships­
that has really added value to people's membership" Unison regional rep 
" Historically Unison got set up in paid convenor roles and this has had benefits for their 
membership and its density because people are seeing them everyday - and 
management does not want to up set the apple cart with Unison" RCN regional 
representative. 
Added Value 
Partnership, if it is genuine, is thought to be about adding value, recognising that it is "a 
better way of doing things" and better than they had in the past, Unison regional rep. 
"It is not just about meeting a jOint objective - it is about the spin off that you get from 
meeting that objective - it is about adding something to nursing that was not there before 
in terms of understanding between management and staff" RCN regional representative. 
However, she warns that "it depends whether it is a true partnership - benefits for both 
sides - or whether it is sold as partnership but which favours the organisation rather than 
employees". 
Union motives 
As the National Unison representative indicated and is a supported view at a regional 
level is that a clear motive for the unions is to become so embedded and in particular the 
partnership approach so integrated into the culture of the NHS that it would be difficult to 
extract it. As the Unison Regional representative comments, 
"Frankly from our point of view we want a system that is not going to be capable of 
being blitzed by a change of government - so we can say no, we don't work that way 
we work in partnership with everybody and we do not do the authoritarian stuff". 
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Statutory Recognition 
It was certainly the view of the ACAS regional representative that there should be a 
stronger and more legitimate position for the union through statutory recognition: 
"In the past there has been more derecognition than recognition but in the last 6 to 8 
months as a consequence of the recogn ition law there has been little if any de­
recognition and lots more voluntary recognition and some compulsory - to the extent 
that NHS Trusts that de-recognised have re-recognised or probably will". 
Despite this clear motive from Unison (based on the views of both national and regional 
representatives), there is a suggestion that this might not be a realistic hope and it was 
recognised that enthusiasm would not be with everyone and that this view was not 
necessarily widespread through the union at all levels. 
''There are political concerns for the union and the union as a corporate institution - there 
is a certain amount of paranoia but you let control go and see how it develops - I am 
comfortable with this but some of my leaders nationally are sometimes less comfortable" 
Unison Regional representative. This view was also supported by the RCN regional 
representative who commented that, 
"Unison of the past has always been management against staff and they have found 
it difficult to get their local reps to take on board a new partnership relationship". 
There is also a question mark over the extent to which the union would enjoy the 
favourable conditions and government support that they had been despite a change in 
government. As the ACAS regional representative suggested, 
"There is concern also from the unions that if there is a change in political direction 
then the encouragement that they have been getting could be taken away" 
He added that "if they (the unions) believe that they are bigger fools than I thought they 
were". He goes on to suggest that without the legal imperative the unions would not enjoy 
such a strong role under a different political regime: 
"With a change of government, I predict that we will see a quick revoking of the 
recognition law - or we would not continue to see public policy in favour of partnership in 
the public sector with trade unions regardless of how embedded they are or not - unions 
would not enjoy such a strong position - being cynical and on the basis of what I have 
seen". 
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4.2.1) HOW IS IT DIFFERENT UNDER PARTNERSHIP? 
It has been suggested in the literature that partnership is nothing new or it is different in 
terms of a movement from an adversarial based approach to ER towards a more 
cooperative stance. It was recognised that broadly this was the case, "It is more of an 
informal approach than in the private sector - more of a shift from adversarial bargaining 
approach - an emphasis on the quality of the relationship rather than putting on more 
restrictions - more proactive than reactive", an ACAS regional representative 
commented. The findings suggested that it was different in a number of different ways and 
to varying extents. 
What does it feel like to work in partnership in reality? 
In the words of one respondent, "It is a more revolutionary concept than perhaps the 
government announcements envisage - it is a nice concept from a politicians pOint of view 
- but the reality of taking people out of fairly rigid organizational boxes and putting them to 
primarily focus on the service they are providing rather than their employer or organization 
- it is quite challenging - it is challenging for the unions as it is for everyone else because 
we all live in our boxes and we are quite happy with them" Unison regional 
representative. There was some evidence of differences in views regarding partnership: 
"Partnership means different things to different people - for example unions talk of job 
security agreements needing to be in place if partnership is to work, whereas the 
employers will not see that as part of a partnership approach". 
Widening Participation in Decision Making 
The findings are illustrative of a changing environment that could signify a move to a more 
partnership approach, as the following quote indicates, "We turned up at the annual 
meeting of the Trust and we were introduced as partners in the Trusts operations - that 
was a completely different message than previously, which was, we make the decisions 
and we consult our trade unions but we make the decisions - now it is the view that the 
quality of decisions are improved by wider participation - it may not be as wide as it 
should be but we try and contribute on the basis of not just trade unions traditional area of 
interests" Unison regional representative. In addition, they suggest what can be expected 
under partnership: 
"It is not just about necessarily beefing up of the formal mechanisms and a lot more 
informally happening - but having formal mechanisms being worked more extensively and 
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energetically - to move from a tea and toilet agenda to a more meatier agenda" ACAS 
regional representative. 
Union Role 
One way where there has been seen a change is in the relationship between 

management and unions and the role that the union plays. 

At a regional level it was suggested that the union role was to facilitate a partnership 

approach from the regional level to the local level representatives and to spread the word. 

As a Unison regional FTO suggested, "by our actions we try to lead by example and say 

to our activists try this way of doing things". 

It could be argued that the implication is that partnership is a better way of doing things. 

However, a quote from another respondent suggested that Unison in particular had had 

difficulty persuading their members of the merits of partnership. The RCN regional 

representative comments, "there is a certain amount of paranoia - it is quite difficult 

sometimes to persuade people that it is worth a try - members are more demanding - this 

is a good thing and is to be applauded - for example there are calls saying I want to take 

my employer to ET and then we need to talk them back down again - control them to 

some extent to follow an appropriate course of action". 

Increased Union Involvement: Joint problem solving 
The theory of relational cohesion suggests that joint work can lead to feelings of shared 
responsibility and commitment to a joint task (Lawler and Yoon, 1993) and even to the 
relationship (Lawler, 2001). 
The Unison regional representative drew attention to an increased incidence of joint 
training and working together to get a joint understanding rather than policies being 
imposed. The representative gave the example of working on a sickness absence policy 
where "the traditional view of Unison is that we have nothing to do with it - it is an 
imposition". Whereas "the view of the Trust was that we have high levels of sickness and 
we need to improve them and by running joint training we almost got a joint understanding 
of the mechanisms and processes of reviewing people's absences". The union was 
involved in writing agreements and the union's response is to be more reasonable and 
realistic. 
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Another example was given here, that of the writing of a re-organisation and redeployment 
agreement. The union was shown the agreement for comment and told management that 
it was atrocious. The CEO then said "well you go and write one then so we said alright 
and went and wrote it - instead of writing something that was equally extreme we wrote 
something that was quite sensible really - and with a few changes he agreed". Despite 
the membership complaining that is was not in their interests "it delivered - that is a good 
example of the union saying all right we accept responsibility - traditionally we would have 
got the response from the union - well it is not our job to write documents - we were given 
a chance and have written quite a few since". 
The above example suggests that not only a change in the approach taken by the union 
but also improved joint working between management and unions and both sides having 
the confidence to work with each other. This increased union involvement and the 
acceptance of responsibility and the fact the union is being accepted as a legitimate 
partner was also highlighted by the other respondents. Where the findings indicated 
improvements in the relationships between management and union representatives in 
terms of increased information sharing and being more open, they were supporting the 
partnership literature that recognises these as important indicators of partnership (IPA, 
1999, Guest and Peccei, 2001). 
The RCN regional representative also felt there was evidence that management and their 
relationships with the union were improving and were seen as being more proactive and 
constructive, taking a more positive approach as the following quotes illustrate, 
"Management are more open and willing to accept when things don't work - keen to do 
proper evaluation - looking for answers of why things have broken down - it is a much 
healthier environment". 
"Before, the first time the nurse executive heard of a problem was when they read it in the 
paper - now the RCN brings issues to them to be resolved first - we feel that we can 
bring them the issue because they will listen" 
"We are able to have a discussion where both sides are getting a win - it is a mistake to 
be too aggressive - or getting into the old trap of just saying - you tell us what you are 
going to do and we will tell you why it is not right". Instead "It is expected that the union 
take a mature approach - review policy and offer suggestions on how to improve it" 
Unison regional representative. 
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In particular the views expressed suggested an improved relationship between 
management and union with increases in information sharing, communication and 
problem solving and these comments were supported by examples given above. In 
addition, there is evidence of a change in approach taken by the union and that they are 
expected to act positively in response to management's increased openness. 
Despite these examples it was clear that these were not widespread and examples of 
genuine partnership are rare. In addition, while there were some suggestions on how it is 
different, a quote from the RCN regional rep seems to suggest that they had always been 
working in partnership it was just that it now had more legitimacy: 
"The RCN has always sought to work in partnership - have always had to make 
partnerships to progress the professional agenda - but this has been made easier by 
support and encouragement we are now getting from management and the government­
we don't have to put on such a hard sell". It could be argued that this supports the claim 
made at the national level that the RCN have always been stakeholders. 
Progress towards partnership - good or bad assessment? 
Despite some positive comments and general support for a partnership approach at 
regional level such as a comment from the RCN regional representative that "The eastern 
region is good and very committed to partnership - they want to work together", 
respondents were relatively pessimistic about whether the approach would be sustained 
and how widespread it is at a local level across the region. For example, a Unison 
regional representative thought that only "one to two out of 35 Trusts" in the region could 
be said to be working in partnership. He was quick however to state that, 
"It sounds really defeatist but it isn't really - believe me any progress in the NHS is 
welcome but even if you achieve a good relationship in one Trust you have still got to 
make it work effectively - it has then got to be exported around the whole system - when it 
does occur it is really quite exciting - for a bitter old cynic like me". 
The views of the regional representatives illustrate that to get partnership working across 
the NHS system is very challenging as "you have got to have coincidences of so many 
factors - you actually have to get a specific set of conditions for partnership to flourish ­
and the statistical chances of those conditions arising are pretty remote - you have got to 
have a top manager with a commitment to come away from the competitive agenda and 
forget Thatcher basically and say I am not going to promote my own ego or my Trusts 
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interests over other Trusts - so you need that factor and you need all staff organisations 
to have confidence to work together - the fact that everyone has their own self-interest - it 
is the devils own job to get co-ordination" Unison regional representative. 
Additionally, "although employers are trying to involve employees more, sometimes this 
has not been done positively - instead undercutting negotiating machinery, holding 
meetings with staff to try and push things through - it is the spirit in which it is done that is 
the issue" RCN regional representative. 
The fragile nature of partnership is highlighted by the findings and it is recognised that 
these relationships are often seen as high maintenance (Ospina and Yaroni, 2003). It 
was suggested that the success of partnership would be dependent on individuals 
because there are varying degrees of commitment and capability and in some places the 
only way that partnership is going to work is if some individuals are removed. "You do 
have some managers who are very committed to it and busting a gut to make it work. In 
doing so seeking much more regularly and more proactively to involve employee 
representatives in any and all types of decisions" However, in some cases "if it is not 
possible to change the people, you might have a partnership agreement but find when you 
get behind it there is not much there" suggested an ACAS regional representative. He 
went on to explain that, "we see lots of signing of partnership deals and trumpeting it, but 
in practice nothing has changed, or very little - or perhaps things change for a while until 
the first real test come along". 
The reality is that true examples of partnership are rare and that it may be necessary to be 
more realistic in their expectations of what partnership can achieve and how widespread it 
is - as a comment from the Regional Unison representative suggests, 
"We may have to accept that partnership will fundamentally take place with leading people 
from the unions and staff organisations with leading managers in the trust as it is a devils 
own job to get more people involved locally - we run meetings but no one turns up". 
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4.3) LOCAL LEVEL: Partnership Implementation 
It was recognised at national level by the NHSE respondent that there were variable levels of 
enthusiasm for partnership and she commented "I think often the difficulties are at local level" 
and this has also been acknowledged in the literature that the local level is where partnership 
would be tested (Carr, 1999). 
Developing Partnership at Trust Level 
At the time of the research, it was highlighted that there were huge variations between Trusts 
in terms of developing partnership, "Trusts are starting from different bases - some Trusts are 
well on their way whereas other are starting from a very low base" NHSE executive 
representative. There is not a clear picture nationally what progress Trusts are making on 
partnership but by all accounts progress is slow. As the RCN national representative 
confirmed" we are talking about a minority of employers in the health service who are moving 
in this direction but the majority are either struggling with the concept - or are just not 
interested and stick to a very traditional approach". However, a Unison regional 
representative argued that the slow progress was expected and accepted "both sides 
recognise that it is going to be slow because of the huge agenda". 
Variations between Trusts - Views of key informants from national and regional levels. 
It is impossible to generalise as all Trusts have a different culture and have been through 
numerous changes. As a respondent from ACAS suggested "clearly there are different 
approaches - individual approaches probably reflect the varying levels of enthusiasm for the 
project". Despite these differences, the findings strongly suggested that there was a 
distinction between Acute and Community Trusts in terms of the smoothness with which 
partnership can be introduced. "Because of the way they have to work, they have to work 
with other people" it is easier to sell partnership and working together in a Community Trust 
where they are dealing with more preventative issues and looking after people when they 
come out of hospital. Whereas in the Acute Trust, the hospital and its staff are under 
pressure to ensure a throughput of patients, in order to meet waiting list targets. As one 
respondent's comment noted "It is like getting the production line running efficiently". 
Therefore, if partnership compromises the speed or throughput of the production line of 
patients then it is more difficult to persuade people that it is worth spending that extra time 
needed on working together in partnership. 
As well as gaining views from both national and regional level representatives, within this 
preliminary stage pilot studies at two NHS Trusts were completed to examine whether there 
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were any strategies developing at the local level and to test data collection procedures for the 
main study. The pilot studies were conducted at one Acute Trust and one Community Trust to 
further understand whether there were any differences in the process of developing 
partnership. 
Table 4.1: The partnership process - Key activities 
Acute Trust Community 
Trust 
Steps Taken Comments Steps Taken Comments 
Staff Involvement To examine reasons why Staff "To take things forward" and 
group staff involvement has been Involvement to work towards the working 
slow to develop. group tOQether' tarQets. 
Discussion to To examine where were Completed 
look for middle now and how progressed. Self-
I ground. assessment 
tool 
Completed self-
assessment tool. 
It can be concluded from table 4.2 that both the acute and the community Trusts were going 
through a reasonably common process when developing partnership and staff involvement. 
It could be argued that there are two main stages, stage one developing a shared 
understanding of what partnership means and therefore what they are working towards and 
stage two jointly assess and work together to get a common view of where the Trust is. 
In some ways it is not surprising that there are common steps because Trusts are being told 
what to do. For example, in the policy documents there are phrases such as "At local level I 
expect to see". 
The Government approach was seen as prescriptive in giving guidance and direction and 
setting targets. Despite claims in policy documentation that the national agenda "should not 
and will not involve central prescription on issues which are properly the responsibility of local 
employers and managers", it was criticised for not taking into account local implementation as 
was suggested by the regional respondents. In other words the government approach is not 
helpful as it is restrictive and amounts to government interference. It is assumed that one 
approach to partnership suits all and this was felt to be counter-productive. 
However, there was some resistance to the Government's approach to staff involvement and 
partnership by the local HR Managers interviewed. For example, one HR Director explained 
"The government has been explicit in saying what they want done and by when - Trusts do 
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not have much of a say at all in this, only in the implementing - we are not makers of our own 
destiny". He goes on to say "the scope for involvement and partnership is therefore 
restricted". It could be argued that it is going against the whole philosophy of partnership and 
real involvement. 
How is it different? 
The HR Director at the Acute Trust argued that the Trust was slowly developing partnership 
and that it was a "natural consequence". However, he drew attention to an indication that 
relationships were developing and that there had been "a rise in the amount of business that 
the group (i.e. Joint Staff Consultative Committee) needed to discuss". This could signify the 
increasing importance that human resources and employee relations issues have within the 
Trust and the wider health service community. 
Role of trade unions in partnership: How is it different? 
The findings illustrate that there is an expanded role for unions in the NHS; "It's being able to 
make a valid contribution - not just being listened to but actually being seen as a contributor 
to the process" RCN national representative. In some cases, the union needed different skills 
and a different approach than was previously the case. 
This new role was compared to the relationship or the role trade unions had played in the 
past and highlights the changes needed for unions to engage in partnership, that is to "be 
representative, think more strategically and engage constructively and if you like also 
facilitate" Unison local union convenor (Community). In talking about the new approach the 
need to "look at issues realistically and engage with your employers" Unison regional 
representative, and to facilitate not be defensive or obstructive" Unison convenor (Acute) 
were identified as the new behaviours needed. However, it was thought that because they 
had worked the other way for such a long time it would be particularly difficult for both sides 
to make the changes necessary, one respondent argued "in the past there has been an 
adversarial arms-length relationships with the unions for a long time - there is a need now to 
share more, to playa facilitator role - because the adversarial relationships do not work". 
There is not only a new role in evidence, but it was also felt that HR management had 
actually taken this role on board. As one HR Director argued, "there is a growing recognition 
on the part of HR that this new role exists". 
While there was commonality, there was a different emphasis depending on what level in the 
NHS or Trade Union the respondents were and whether they were from the management or 
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the trade union side. It seems that while at the lower levels in the union the representatives 
are more likely to see their role as more about representation, those higher up in the 
organisation talk more in terms of a strategic role. In discussing national policy the senior 
Unison representative talked about a change in union strategy from a representative to a 
more organising approach. This has also been examined at length in the literature as a more 
general trend in the trade union movement and is not necessarily related to the strategy on 
partnership. These differences could be seen in the words chosen to describe their new role. 
The regional representatives were emphasising a leadership role, for example, one regional 
representative from Unison argued "I think we have this leader role in demonstrating by 
example and by actions", therefore recognising that support for partnership would not 
necessarily be widespread and that it was their role to persuade people to get involved, "we 
say to our activists, try this way of doing things" and "Our job is to facilitate this approach", 
commented a second Unison regional representative. Finally, management talk about how 
union can help them more than how they can benefit and the jOint aims "so as to help HR and 
management to deliver the services" HR Director (Acute). 
In practice this could mean that while at a national level between the key players there is a 
change in role (one that is welcomed and seen as important), at a local level representing 
their members is seen as more important. The possibility of different views was highlighted 
by one HR Director in the Community Trust who felt that in her experience local union 
representatives were more concerned with local issues and the interests of individual 
members. The following quote highlights the perceived difference between the role and 
priorities of union representatives at various levels in the union. What is important to the local 
reps is the "protection of member's interests - not from a national union policy perspective 
but are acting in a caring manner" HR Director (Community). Attention was also drawn to the 
complex relationships between the levels within the union, especially between local lay 
representatives and full-time officers of the union. One HR Director (Community Trust) 
explained about FTO involvement that "local reps do not like the FTO getting involved at 
workplace level". 
Understanding partnership: Views from all levels within the NHS 
As an ACAS representative commented "Partnership means different things to different 
people". It is possible to see from the comments of respondents that there are differences 
between individual views and is a matter of interpretation. 
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The partnership literature has already suggested that conceptually management and union 
views would differ (Heaton et ai, 2002). This perception was confirmed by the data as the HR 
Director from the Acute Trust felt that management and the trade unions would have different 
views on what partnership means, as the following quote highlights, "Trade unions do not see 
partnership the same way that management interpret it". 
Despite these differences, there was also a common understanding emerging. Firstly, the 
respondents felt that shared responsibility and a balance of power is vital and that partnership 
is about mutual interests and reaching agreement that leads to mutual satisfaction of all 
concerned: 
"Partnership is about equals - it is about both sides being equally served by it" and "to be as 
open with one another as possible and try and bring about a shared solution to an issue not 
an imposed solution" RCN Regional representative. 
It is also important to identify the boundaries of partnership (i.e. not just what it is but also 
what it is not). It has been suggested that it would be important to consider the type of 
partnership relationship on offer (and the motives behind them) because this could impact on 
the success and lead to divergent outcomes (Kelly, 2004). In the social exchange literature it 
has also been recognised that the type and content of the exchange can affect its success. 
It is not just about understanding what it could mean in practice but also the symbolic 
meaning behind partnership and the fact that it involves something different, a different 
approach: "Partnership is a new way of carrying out IR; it is not a system which means that 
nasty things don't happen" Unison National representative. 
The respondents argued that partnership was qualitatively different from what had gone 
before. Partnership is not about staying the same but it is about continuous improvement 
and is illustrated by the following quote, "It means changing culture and doing things 
differently - have to be done over the long term" HR Director (Acute). Interestingly it was the 
level of change and the level of investment that that the parties are willing to put in to the 
relationship (going beyond simply just good employee relations) that is more significant: 
"Good relations are not partnership - partnership produces good relations but good relations 
do not necessarily produce partnership - it is about your relative levels of investment" Unison 
Regional representative. 
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The quotes demonstrate a link to the idea of process and that partnership is seen as a 
journey and that respondents (mainly trade unions) want to see change and improvement. 
Despite comments about partnership being qualitatively different than what has gone before, 
it is still not clear how it needs to be different; we need to know more about the activities and 
behaviours necessary to work in partnership. 
Finally, trade union respondents indicated something about their motives for getting involved 
in partnership as it was "about striking a balance - a balance of power" and about "sharing 
power with the union" argues both the Unison regional and national representatives. While 
management recognises changes are needed there is less emphasis on the giving up of any 
of their power, evidenced by the centralised and prescribed approach. 
4.4) CONCLUSION 
At the end of the first stage of data collection certain significant elements of the partnership 
approach can be established based on content analysis of the ten key informant interviews. 
These elements will form the conceptual framework to be developed and refined in the case 
study work to follow. The findings established that 'conditions for' and 'barriers to' partnership 
are important for developing a model for implementing partnership. A number of specific 
elements were raised as being significant in facilitating a partnership approach. In summary, 
these conditions were culture change in terms of the values held and language used in the 
organisation, commitment to the approach from senior management translated to all 
members of the organisation, and the effectiveness of the management's and union's 
approach to partnership in terms of the skills and the maturity of thinking needed. There was 
an acknowledgement of the need for a change of culture, but it was not clear about 
partnerships prospects and how far change is possible? It was the common view that there 
was still evidence of command and control I competitive culture which was not conducive to 
co-operation. 
There was clarification of the importance of context, the government's centralisation 
approach was clear and this had lead to the perceived imposition of a partnership approach 
and the loss of flexibility in local implementation. The preliminary study also highlighted the 
impact of different organisational contexts. For example, examining acute and community 
Trusts were seen as providing varying environments for the ease and smoothness with which 
partnership is introduced. To examine the viability of partnership a selection of trusts were 
chosen as case studies for the main study (all in acute sector with different employee 
relations backgrounds). 
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The next stage of the research will involve the evaluation and refinement of the framework 
key elements identified in the first stage of the research. The model will be developed and 
evaluated in a number of NHS Acute Trusts to assess its viability as an approach and to 
further investigate the key issues raised from the preliminary work. This stage identified 
difficulties at local level and the need to look in more detail how partnership is being 
developed at workplace level. Partnership seems to be working well at a national level and 
attitudes are positive, but it is not clear how this support/approach will be developed at other 
levels within the NHS. The main study will explore: 
How is partnership being developed? What processes are the Trusts going through? How is 
partnership different from previous approaches? 
Although, several studies have highlighted a number of barriers to partnership, these have 
not been included within current extant partnership approaches. The barriers identified as 
significant, such as non-involvement of some employee groups and varying levels of 
commitment to partnership will be examined in later stages of the research. The aim of this 
will be to explore to what extent they impact on the implementation of partnership; and thus 
will be subsumed within a partnership model. What are the barriers to change and what is 
being done to try and overcome these and how successful have these efforts been? 
Threats to partnership: Union effectiveness 
It was clear from the findings at this stage that there is a new role for trade unions but are 
trade union representatives at local Trusts ready for this new role? Is this role accepted by 
management, employees and the representatives themselves? Through the preliminary 
results there was a question mark over whether the union representatives accept this new 
role (they want to represent members interests effectively), but there was clear evidence at 
the national level that the new role had been accepted. The results did not highlight 
problems with direct staff involvement but the common ground developed at national level 
was not thought to be mirrored at the local level and was perceived to cause more difficulty. 
There was some indication so far that that union representatives experience some problems 
in developing a partnership approach such as difficulty organising and representing 
members' interests effectively. What problems exist with trade unions fulfilling this new role? 
As this will ultimately have an affect on progress of developing partnership. While at this 
stage the union's role is clearer, the aim of the main stage of data collection will be to assess 
union's capacity to fulfil it. 
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CHAPTER FIVE - INDIVIDUAL CASE STUDY REPORTS 

(QUALITATIVE RESULTS) 

5) INTRODUCTION 
The previous chapter set out the context within which partnership is being played out in 
the NHS. It detailed the approach being taken towards partnership and considers the 
responses / attitudes of a selection of the key players at national and regional levels in 
management and unions. The findings highlighted that while there was much support for 
partnership at national level and regional levels, it was suggested that this level of 
enthusiasm and support could not necessarily be relied upon at a local level. 
The following chapter will present a summary of the qualitative data from the key 
informant interviews, focus groups and documentary evidence at the four Trusts that were 
chosen as case studies; and is therefore divided into four sub-chapters. Cases were split 
into two groups, Trusts two and three were considered to have mature relationships and 
seemed to be committed to partnership, while Trusts one and four were seen as less 
well-developed in terms of their employee relations. 
The chapter will consider the steps that these Trusts went through to develop partnership 
(drivers and barriers to change), what is understood by partnership and respondents level 
of commitment to the approach. Furthermore, the following two key questions will be 
examined: 
• Are conditions different under partnership? 
• What has partnership achieved? 
5.1)BACKGROUND-TRUSTONE 
Trust one opened on its present site in 1976 and was awarded Trust status in April 1992 
to provide acute and mental health services to the county. The Trust currently employs 
approximately 2, 400 staff (full and part time) and was awarded a two star rating in the 
government's first performance rankings (2001) and has performed consistently at the 
two star rating between 2001 and 2004. 
As already noted, all Trusts have relatively different employee relations histories. 
Regional officials of two of the major staff associations in the NHS describe Trust one as 
being immature in terms of industrial relations and it was suggested that there was still 
much to do in terms of developing relationships. The officials drew attention to the fact 
that when the Trust was granted Trust status in 1992 they considered derecognising the 
trade unions and it was argued that this had an adverse impact on relationships and this 
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history could explain why the Trust had not fully embraced partnership. For example, as 
the assistant HR Director claimed, 
"The Trust is seen as an outsider, isolationist due to the Tory reforms where we were 

encouraged to be like that and the old CEO probably carried it on - anecdotally 

people outside see us as separate and not wanting to get involved, this has created 

problems for us and we are losing out now, it is not irreparable but we are at a 

disadvantage" (T1 HR1). 

The above discussion suggests that the Trust past relations have not always been 
positive, the following will consider respondent's perceptions of where the Trust is in 
terms of employee relations. It is important to take this into account when assessing 
whether there have been any changes and how relationships are developing. 
5.2) THE STATE OF EMPLOYEE RELATIONS 
The following themes can be identified from the analysis of views as reflecting what 
relationships were like at the Trust and more importantly signifies that they have 
improved. Despite the negative views of the regional trade union officials, all respondents 
believed that relationships at the Trust were reasonable. As this quote from a Service 
Manager highlights, 
"I think that the relationships between the trade unions and the Trust are actually 

quite good - I think that they jolly along together" (T1 M1). 

The literature on partnership advocates a shift from adversarial relationships towards 
relationships characterised by their level of co-operation. The evidence from Trust One 
illustrates the improvements that have been made in terms of union-management 
relationships between key actors but also highlights that further improvements were 
deemed necessary. In particular, there was fairly strong and widespread agreement from 
key informants from HR and the trade union side that relationships were mainly co­
operative and it was HR's intension to move towards a more collaborative style. The 
succeeding quotes from various interviewees illustrate this point 
"They (relationships) are mainly co-operative but the trust is trying to move towards a 
collaborative approach" (T1 HR1) and 
"It is co-operative really - not quite collaborative - it is between the two" (T1 T1 ). 
"On the whole it is co-operative and to a certain extent problem solving" (T1T2). 
"I think it is more co-operative than anything" (T1 FGR4). 
Management respondents also had this relatively positive perception of the relationship at 
the Trust. This is borne out in the following: 
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"I would view the relationships to be very positive, we have worked very hard to 
develop those relationships and I think they are very good" (T1 M2). 
"In general terms the IR climate is very good and has been for the last 18 months that 
I have been here - I expect that it goes back for many many years" (T1 ceo). 
Finally, the key respondents agreed that that there had been some recent set backs in 
the relationship but that on the whole relationships have always been good, emphasising: 
"Employee relations have always been good, although they have toppled a little bit 
recently - we have always been able to talk to one another" (T1T1). 
"Relationships at the Trust have always been okay - both sides are very trusting most 
of the time except for a few occasions when staff side has felt let down by 
management' (T1 H R 1). 
Both parties drew attention to the recent problems in terms of a breakdown in 
communications. This particular episode in the relationship will be explored further, when 
examining key events that have driven developments in relations at the Trust. 
This said, however, the focus group conducted with a small group of trade union 
representatives highlighted agreement that relationships have indeed improved recently, 
with a trade union representative observing: "Since the new HR team came into post, we 
have moved on" (T1 FGT1). 
An analysis of views on relationships at the Trust indicates that relationships have 
improved and key players are seeing changes in terms of the level of openness in 
discussions with HR and this was evidenced in a move toward a more collaborative 
approach. Further discussion on the factors and events that have led to these changes 
will be discussed in the following sections of this chapter. While the results suggest that 
there is more sharing between the parties, further evidence is needed to assess whether 
this could signify a move to a more labour parity rather than employer dominant approach 
to partnership (Kelly, 2004). Kelly (2004) has suggested that a labour parity approach 
could result in different and more positive outcomes, thus having an impact on the extent 
to which partnership has achieved. However, if this is the case then why do the 
employees of all Trusts have similar perceptions of improvements? Therefore the 
following section will examine how partnership is described by the actors and what 
partnership means in reality. 
5.3) WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD BY PARTNERSHIP? 
Previous evidence highlights the importance of a shared understanding of what 
partnership means in practice by key stakeholders in order to be sure that the sides are 
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working towards the same goals (Haynes and Allen, 1999, Knell, 1999). This said, the 
literature recognises that these different interpretations are likely based on different 
conceptions of the employment relationship (Guest and Peccei, 2001; Kelly, 2001). 
However, what is not known is what impact these different approaches might have on the 
success of partnership. Therefore, identifying the type of partnership on offer is necessary 
for a full understanding of what partnership can achieve. In addition if it is something 
different, it could be successful, however if it is just more of the same it could lead to the 
same problems that previous initiatives have suffered, there is a need to learn from 
mistakes. In the case of Trust One, we find considerable consistency in definition at a 
broad level although within this subtle differences were detected. 
A high level of agreement concerning partnership definition was elicited between 
partiCipants, despite the fact that they answered this question independently. 
Respondents viewed partnership as working together towards a common goal in order to 
reach compromise around issues of concern and the development of mutual 
understandings. As the following illustrate: 
"It is about sharing ideas and ensuring that there is clear understanding of the way 
you are trying to go" (T1 M2). 
"A common sense of shared direction ... It is a about a sense of shared 
understanding, a common vision about where we are going" (T1ceo). 
"It is about the level of understanding between the sides - management know how far 
they can go and we know how far we can go" (T1 T1). 
"It is sort of working together and sharing issues to promote a common cause" 
(T1 M3). 
Although there was a broad consensus concerning the meaning of partnership, subtle 
differences were detected between management and trade union representatives (cf. 
Guest and Peccei, 2001). These differences could be explained by considering unitarism 
and pluralism (Fox), in terms of the different values that govern their beliefs about how 
the employment relationship is managed. For example, the majority of management 
respondents including the chief executive suggested that partnership meant a common 
vision and shared direction and could signify their aim for partnership, as a mechanism 
for bringing the staff and the union along with the Trust and keeping them on board to 
achieve the Trust's goals. In comparison, the trade union representatives felt that 
partnership needed to recognise that both sides have legitimate roles and there are 
certain boundaries to behaviour. These differences of opinions could signify the different 
motives that exist behind the parties involved in partnership. For example, it was shown 
in Wray (2005) that this incongruence led to a breakdown in relationships. It could be said 
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that by considering how the respondents described partnership it was possible to gain an 
insight into their motives for partnership and in turn a clearer idea of their level of 
commitment toward partnership and their decision to persist in the relationship (Rusbult et 
ai, 1998; Rusbult and Van Lange, 2003). 
Alternatively, this slight contradiction of views could indicate the differing perceptions; it 
may also identify the complementary elements of the partnership approach. 
Consequently, it could be seen as a 'hybrid approach' which is firmly based within 
pluralist assumptions, but at the same time recognises the compatibility of both indirect 
and direct participation (Guest and Peccei, 2001). This approach provides for a strong 
union role in order to sustain the relationship and add a control to management 
prerogative. What was interesting however was that when asked about what was 
understood by partnership, key players from both sides felt that partnership involves full 
and early involvement of union; confirming just another example to illustrate that there is 
some understanding of the broad elements of what is understood by partnership, in reality 
there are subtle differences in terms of the understanding of the details. 
In describing their understanding of partnership, the respondents highlighted the critical 
elements of partnership such as trust, openness, honesty and respect; well recognised in 
the literature. The following quotes highlight their perception of what would facilitate a 
successful partnership approach, 
"Good partnership relies on trust on both sides" (T1 T1). 
"It is really a question of hidden agendas and that is where the trust comes in - for 
this type of relationship to work you need both to broadly trust each other" (T1 M2). 
"Be honest and people respect you" (T1T2). 
"A relationship that is open and honest" (T1 M3). 
An examination of the employee relations climate has already highlighted that there have 
been movements toward more sharing and openness, however, what is still not clear is 
the extent to which staff and their trade union representatives actually have a say or 
influence this direction. The extent to which unions have perceived to have seen an 
increase in their influence will be returned to later in the chapter. 
What does it feel like to work in partnership? 
It was also recognised by a key trade union representative that it would mean 
compromises and a process of 'give and take'. 
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"Both sides can't get their own way every time you have got to give and take a little 

bit" (T1T1). 

In the Trust it was recognised that trust had been developed by involving the union in 
order to demonstrate to the unions that management and HR in particular are sincere and 
honest in wanting to work with them. 
"I don't think we have been doing anything differently, in the past there has been 
mistrust but now we do it with the union, it is about them feeling part of the group that 
is developing policy, so things go through on a nod and they realise that our 
intensions are good - staff side are on almost all the groups now so there are no 
secrets - it is not the case of having to brief because they are involved anyway" 
(T1 HR1) 
"I think once people start seeing then the trust levels will start to go up, we will trust 

them more" (T1T1). 

Despite these positive comments the fragile nature of partnership is also demonstrated as 
it was acknowledged that a betrayal of trust, such as the unions creating problems or 
being destructive even though they were being involved would lead to a breakdown in 
relationships. 
"Just one thing can throw the thing out - we could have great partnership working but 
one bad thing can make it look bad and could throw all the good work in the bin" 
(T1 HR1). 
The importance of trust is highlighted strongly here as a prerequisite to the relationship. 
The senior clinical manager from Pathology explains about the relationship. "I think as a 
general view for this type of relationship to work, you need to broadly trust each other and 
accept that while there may be differences in opinion over certain issues, behind that 
there is a degree of trust" (T1 M3). In addition, the increased contact between 
management and unions, and doing more in terms of joint working and jOint training has 
tended to lead to increased trust between both sides. 
The following was cited as an example of when this particular Directorate manager took 
along a health care support worker as a representative for their department and 
represents how things are changing; involving sharing. 
"There is an unqualified member of staff who is representing the department at a level 
where Directorate managers might normally do that - so it is about sharing 
opportunities" (T1 M2). 
The manager suggested that this led to positive outcomes in terms of staff involvement 
and he hopes that this would demonstrate his commitment to the initiative: 
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"I know I have a member of my team who is committed to and subscribes to the 
notion that anyone in the service, if they are given the right brief, the right support and 
that there is a mechanism for feedback - shows that we are not just paying lip service 
to it" (T1 M2). 
5.4) ARE CONDITIONS DIFFERENT UNDER PARTNERSHIP? 
Transformation, nothing new or somewhere in between? 
The key informants suggested that there had always been partnership but it had been 
under a different name. The following quote from the assistant HR Director illustrates 
how partnership can be a useful label for the employee relations approach being taken by 
the Trust. 
"It is a useful buzz word to say this is what the Trust is doing but we would not have 
called it partnership before - Partnership has been there, not in name or anything like 
that but it has been understood" (T1 HR1). 
It could also be argued from this that by labelling the approach partnership it could help 
signify a fresh approach and therefore be seen as a positive development in the 
relationship. 
"We have been working well for years but did not realise it was called partnership that 
was what we do anyway - is it different, no , not really, in some places even setting 
up a forum or recognising unions is a step forward" (T1 HR1). 
"We probably have not noticed that much has changed to be fair because we have 
always - I mean for a long time - we have a/ways had a good working relationship so 
therefore we have always had a partnership" (T1 FGR1) 
Partnership here was recognised as an evolving development process and not a sea 
change but it is more than just good employment relationships. Despite the assertion that 
partnership was nothing new it was clear that it could be distinguished between what had 
gone before and how it was different from other similar concepts, such as staff 
involvement (see Marks et ai, 1998). 
The majority of respondents agreed that partnership was different from previous 
arrangements. The following quotes highlight partnership signified a positive movement in 
relationships. 
"Staff involvement can be viewed as a token - staff come to meetings and contribute, 
so we don't have to do anything about what they say - I think partnership is a much 
more active process, it is about joint working and joint responsibility. It isn't just about 
sitting around and listening; it is about taking something away from the meeting" 
(T1M1). 
"There is a difference between getting on with each other well and partnership, which 
is more than just good relations - you have to demonstrate it more with partnership ­
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be more truly involving at early stages and not just presenting a fait de complit - not 

just giving it lip seNice but really meaning it" (T1 HR1), 

"Good relationships is probably what we had a few years ago, which was good but 

not partnership - because we have good union reps that happen to get on with the 

managers on a personal level- it could be that we are lucky, it is nothing to do with 

what we do necessarily" (T1 H R 1), 

Partnership is therefore seen as more than just having good relationships, instead it is 

about being proactive in ensuring genuine involvement. This involves doing things jOintly 

and early and full union involvement to demonstrate commitment. The assistant HR 

Director perceives that the good relationships enjoyed at the Trust were simply the 

consequence of a fortuitous coincidence of factors such as the quality of individual 

relationships. In doing so this suggests that in attempting to unpack partnership, it could 

be difficult to imitate or be able to pinpoint critical success factors. The next section will 

consider in more detail, the ways in which partnership could be considered as distinctive, 

How is it different under partnership? 

In order to examine whether partnership is a valid approach to employee relations, we 

need to question to what extent it is a new and valid approach. The following sections will 

consider how it is different from what has gone before and will judge what it has achieved. 

General (background) 
The findings signal the development over time and illustrate the ups and downs in the 
relationships, how it can swing between cooperation and conflict, driven in part by 
changes in the political climate. The Assistant HR manager talked about the move from 
very much a culture based on competition to one based on cooperation and the search 
for common ground. 
"In 1988 we used to work together, different organisations with the NHS feel part of a 
team - with the reforms of the internal markets we become all independent units and 
did not talk to anyone - which typified a fight - unions were confrontational - in 1997 
Labour comes in and it is all about your co-organisations - it has taken time for 
people to realise that we are all part of one organisation and we should be working 
together and I think the union thing has gone in the same way" (T1 HR1) 
This awareness of the wider shifts in the culture of the NHS was accompanied by 
changes in employee relationships at Trust level. Evidence for this was provided by 
respondents from both management and HR that there had been an improvement in 
relationships. Typical comments included: 
"When the Trust was first formed in 1993 there was a long delay before the Trust 

would recognise the unions - unions were very hostile to that but the climate has 
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changed, the management and unions get on a lot better, there is recognition and I 

think generally they work together very well" (T1 M1). 

'There is a difference between old traditionallR - a power struggle between 

management and unions has always been in the health service but now its all been 

about working together to achieve objectives - both sides win rather than being at 

logger heads - now we tend to take the approach that we will always have a union 

rep on the group and I would have to say that is working very well" (T1 HR1). 

In particular these interviewees had observed moves from hostility to a more harmonious 
environment where unions are fully involved. It was agreed that there had been a change 
from the traditional IR approach characterised by a struggle between management and 
trade union to co-operation toward common objectives. The following section will 
examine to what extent this general climate change entails a modification in attitudes and 
behaviour of the participants. 
Change in Union Approach 
This section will explore how the trade unions are viewed by management and whether 
there is evidence of a change in approach and finally what this new approach may 
involve. 
The following comments by the staff side secretary suggest that there has been a change 
in the approach taken by trade unions in their relationships with management. However, 
it was thought that management would still perceived the trade union's approach as 
reflecting the old style of making demands. 
"I think some managers within the health service construe that union reps are red tie 
- they are banging the table - they want this and they want that but things are 
changing you know - things are changing and things ha ve changed" (T1 T1 ). 
Despite this perception of the staff side secretary there was some evidence that 
managers had changed their views of the trade unions and had realised that benefits can 
be gained from co-operation rather than confrontation. The following comments indicate 
the advantages of involving the trade unions and using them as a sounding board to gain 
approval of any changes that may affect staff and to ensure issues are dealt with before 
they become problems. 
"Initially I was guarded in my approach to them, but more recently there are some, my 
guard has dropped significantly and I am much more prepared to work with them now 
- I have now conditioned myself, I have learned that it is far better to work with the 
unions than against them - I certainly more recently - I have been trying to involve 
our union representatives in the DM process" (T1 M1). 
"If the union representatives know they can help me to defend that situation, whereas 
if I don't involve the union I am on my own" (T1 M2). 
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"I have learnt over the years that working in partnership, you can discuss things 
informally so that objections that you might not have thought of actually come out into 
the open at a very early stage so you are working to ensure that they don't become 
problems - to help clarify situations in a way that people feel less threatened - then 
you don't get to the end of your journey, present your paper and then suddenly get hit 
by loads of major objections" (T1 M3). 
Interviewees had observed a change in the union approach. In particular, working in 
partnership involves the unions being less militant and aggressive but also management 
being less aggressive and dictatorial. The following quote highlights the importance of 
reciprocity and the acceptance of the responsibility for ensuring a partnership approach 
survives. 
"If we were to come to a situation where the partnership would break down I think it 

would need aggressive behaviour from either side for that to happen" (T4HR1). 

"If a new union rep came in that didn't know the way we worked and became very 
aggressive and very sort of militant and knew nothing of the whole thing - you have to 
make sure that everybody understands the way you work" (T1 T1). 
The above quote from the staff side secretary is also important because it is not just 
about how he behaves but the recognition of the need to encourage others in the union to 
behave in a way that is consistent with partnership. It could also be argued that this is 
suggesting that the need for new norms of behaviour should be recognised and used to 
control new recruits. 
Management respondents have also supported the view voiced by the staff side secretary 
about a change in trade union approach to one that involves less militancy and that the 
new approach leads to a more harmonious environment. 
"My experience is that they (the unions) appear less active and that may not be the 

case, I mean that I do have daily contact but its less adversarial than previously" 

(T1 M2) 
"Perhaps people are happier with their position -I don't sense that happening, may 
be there are fewer unhappier people" (T1 M1). 
"My experience of the nursing trade unions is that they have become less militant­
they don't seem to be as active - nurses tend to be quite lazy about union workings 
unless there is something that directly impacts upon them" (T1 M3) 
Finally, it could be suggested from the above quotes that management feel that as well as 
a change in approach, trade union representatives are also perceived to have less power 
and influence than previously and therefore feel less threatened be them. Both 
management respondents suggested that because there was a more harmonious 
environment then there was less need for trade unions anyway. 
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How the staff side dealt with the communication breakdown that occurred as a result of 
the new management team was put forward by the staff side secretary as an example of 
how the union approach had changed from the adversarial mode to a more gentler and 
subtle way of influencing management. As previously mentioned this changed approach 
was also recognised by the chief executive who said that he had witnessed a mature 
approach and constructive dialogue. 
"It (communication breakdown) was a bit off putting initially but we didn't over react to 
it - just pointing things out not in thumping on the table 'mode', pointing out that I am 
sorry this is not the way we work if you want to proceed talking and if you want to 
keep this partnership side going then we need to adjust things" (T1 T1). 
At the same time as highlighting specific examples of a change in behaviour in his own 
Trust to a more coherent and considered approach, the staff side secretary also put 
forward some of the reasoning behind the changing views of the trade union movement in 
general. A different mindset is described that involves a more reasoned argument rather 
than taking a fixed and inflexible view. 
"They (the unions) tend to think of both sides of the argument whereas before they 

would only looked at one side and were very dogmatic about it - they (management) 

will bring more to us because they know they will get a positive reaction" (T1 T1). 

"They (the unions) seem to be thinking that way these days, get involved, get talking 
to people, get yourself involved in the forefront and then at least you can do 
something about it, you have influence in the end result, where years ago they used 
to look for confrontation every time" (T1 T1). 
Consequently, the above provides some indication of trade union's motives in the 
approach taken. It was perceived that in order to influence the outcome, trade unions had 
chosen to co-operate instead of conflict. It could also be interpreted that in order to 
survive and work in this new environment, trade unions had no choice but to be involved. 
5.5) WHAT HAS PARTNERSHIP ACHIEVED? 
Firstly, the above discussion indicates that partnership has at least helped to improve 
relationships between key actors in the Trust and has also helped the Trust to implement 
changes more smoothly and easily. Another way to assess how significant partnership is 
in terms of a change in the way employment relationships are managed is to assess 
whether partnership has achieved anything in terms of outcomes. 
The findings suggest that HR and trade union representatives are the main respondents 
in this Trust to see the benefits of partnership. H R spoke in terms of the benefits of union 
involvement in acting as a facilitator to help get change through quickly and smoothly. 
The view that partnership helped support a more harmonious environment, instead of 
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confrontation and conflict both sides support each other in doing their best for the Trust 
and its staff. 
"The Trust as a whole benefits, I suppose the staff representatives and management 
benefit because if there's good partnership then you don't waste time going 
backwards and forwards all the time (shared view)" (T1T1). 
"They (the union) almost authorise something to happen or make it legitimate - they 

are saying I agree with that so we are not going to have a problem when we then go 

out to talk to staff about it - that always seems to be the case - I was a bit worried 

that there are things you would not want a union rep to hear but somehow that need 

does not seem to arrive, it does seem to work fine" (T1 HR1). 
"There is quicker OM, no complaints or major reactions to any changes made - it was 
a big achievement with the PCT - it was done to partnership working really­
everyone trusted everyone else - and felt quite comfortable with it - it felt comfortable 
because the unions were backing HR up at conSUltation meetings of staff regarding 
the PCT - rather than fighting me or questioning me - it really worked, they saw us 
working together" (T1 HR1). 
The key respondents from HR and the staff side agreed that working in partnership 
certainly has the potential to generate benefits for everyone (creates a win-win situation). 
In turn mutual benefits are required to ensure that partnership reaches its potential. 
However, it was also recognised that there was a chance that these would not 
necessarily be felt in the same way by everyone, as this quote from the assistant HR 
Director illustrates: 
"Everyone benefits from partnership I suppose, I don't know because I am on the 
management side aren't I - I often under-estimate how powerful unions feel- in the 
end management have the power so I could say that management benefit more, but I 
don't feel that in my heart - no one likes conflict - the reason it has been so popular 
is because it benefits both equally probably" (T1 HR1). 
However, there were still some dissenting voices among other union representatives who 
are not completely convinced in management's motives. In the later sections of the 
chapter it will consider whether partnership has had any impact on the level of real 
influence that the union has. 
"You still wonder whether what management want is what management will get and 
we are invited to sit on it but actually we are not influencing much at all but at least 
you can talk to them about issues" (T1 FGR3). 
"I suppose the staff representatives and management benefit - the staff really don't 
benefit except if they go to the open meetings on the issues that they feel strongly 
about and then they benefit from partnership because they can say something without 
all out confrontation" (T1T1). 
"We work better, there is no conflict - if you talk to people earlier you tend to get their 
agreement all the way along rather than present them with something and they 
disagree whatever it is - it approves and legitimises it, getting involvement from staff 
168 

side and getting involvement from the beginning it validates it in staff eyes if you can 
say staff side has been involved, everyone relaxes then it must be alright then" 
(T1HR1). 
From a management perspective the above illustrates some of the benefits of 
partnership, specifically the early union involvement was seen as important in gaining 
agreement as it can demonstrate to staff and authorise management actions. It was also 
implied that partnership was attractive because it meant at least a decrease in conflict if 
not an elimination of it. The views expressed also suggest that HR sees the union as an 
important representative of staff views. 
Most of the benefits were recognised by the respondents directly involved such as HR 
and key union representatives. The above comments suggest that there could be 
considered fewer benefits for staff. A number of reasons could be put forward to explain 
this perception. For example, it could be because they are not as involved as trade union 
representatives, but it could also be partly to do with their lack of interest. The view of the 
staff side secretary seemed to be that staff would only see a benefit if they make the 
effort themselves to get involved, then it is thought that they would see a difference. As 
one union representative commented, 
"A normal worker - somebody that is not on the staff side, I don't know if they would 
notice an awful lot of difference except for the fact that you have got new policies ­
which again are at the managers discretion" (T1 FGR3). 
In addition, it was suggested that fewer realised benefits could be the result of policies 
being open to manager's interpretation therefore leading to inconsistency in the way staff 
experience the benefits of partnership. 
"It is always at their discretion and that leaves it open to interpretation" (T1 FGR4). 
The staff side secretary suggests that for staff to benefit more fully they need to want to 
get involved in some cases while there are opportunities for involvement staff did not 
always take them up. In addition, another union representative suggested that once the 
Staff Charter was publicised, then this might lead to even more improvements. 
"The staff charter once the wording is agreed will be issued out - I think staff will 
then get some idea about partnership and staff involvement, to know the things 
that are going on and they will be able to turn around and say oh we can expect 
this now" (FGR3) 
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Improvements in Employee Voice through Union Involvement. 
The latter sections seem to be suggesting that the trade unions are being more involved 
and that there is increased joint working between management and trade unions at the 
Trust. In addition that there were some reservations about the extent to which this 
increased involved had led to significant change in the power and influence of the unions. 
The following section will consider the extent of union involvement and the particular role 
that the union will play in a more partnership arrangement. It is clear that the Trust sees 
the unions as having a legitimate role and the HR team try hard to ensure that the unions 
are involved early and effectively. As one senior manager from Pathology explains, 
"There have been times when I have forgotten to involve them and I have been given a 
prompt from HR, saying, have you discussed this with the union. I have now conditioned 
myself,' I have learnt that it is far better to involve the unions" (T1M3). Therefore, it seems 
to be the case that there is evidence that the culture is changing and there is a raised 
awareness of the importance of the union. 
What has partnership achieved: Increased union influence? 
When the Trust was first formed in 1993 they did not immediately recognise the trade 
unions and it was suggested that quite obviously the unions were hostile to this, however 
it was asserted that the climate had changed and management and unions work very well 
together. 
Staff side respondents agreed that in recent years there had been less negotiation and 
more consultation, but when asked whether they recognised a more problem solving 
approach they said yes but with reservations (wary not sceptical). Participants of the 
focus group were primarily concerned with the lack of negotiation and it was implied that 
this they perceived as an indication of the changing nature of the employment 
relationship. This was borne out in a number of comments: 
"It is all about consultation, but very little negotiation" (T1 FGR4). 
"Yes, but I don't think we have needed it much have we" (T1 FGR3) 
"They (staff) got what they wanted (after initially being unhappy) and that was all 
through communication - it was all through dialogue and the discussion but as you 
say it was not necessarily - it was consultation rather than negotiation" (T1 FGR1) 
And (T1FGR4) agreed. 
One reason put forward for the lack of negotiation was that it had not been needed 
because everything had already been agreed. The approach was described as working 
through the problem by talking to each other. It was felt that management and unions are 
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not necessarily working more closely together "not enough anyway" (T1 FGR2). As the 
assistant HR Director suggests, the unions are getting "an awareness that actually they 
can contribute rather than them being just silent partners and being more collaborative to 
joint problem solving - we are working towards and we are not there yet" (T1 HR1). Earlier 
involvement of the unions is needed for the Trust to realise partnership and to make it a 
reality: "the unions would have to be involved early for that probably" (T1 HR1). 
It is recognised that trade unions are developing but there was also much evidence to 
suggest that the staff side perhaps still lack some skills and facilities to enable them to 
work in partnership with management and could provide some explanation as to why 
partnership has not achieved as much as it could do. The problems of union effectiveness 
will be considered later in the chapter when the barriers to progress are discussed. The 
following section will examine the steps that the Trust has gone through to develop more 
partnership type relationships. 
5.6) THE PROCESS OF DEVELOPING PARTNERSHIP 
Figure 5.1 (page 182) highlights the key processes and the steps that the Trust has been 
through so far in developing partnership. It also helps in summarising the key points that 
need to be taken forward to the comparative chapter. 
When asked, the assistant HR Director was not able to identify particular stages in the 
process and this could be because it was not possible to explain the nature of its 
development 50 neatly (relationship development). 
"We did not think about it as a process, we did not introduce it - not in that way" 
(T1HR1). 
Drivers and Motives: What has led to partnership? 
The preceding sections have highlighted that there had been improvements in 
relationships in Trust One. In this section the factors that were seen to have had a 
significant impact on relationship development are examined and particularly the drivers 
that have led to these developing relationships. The degree to which these changes could 
be described as 'partnership' (i.e. a new approach to employee relations) will be 
questioned. The analysis identified three main drivers that have led to the development of 
partnership, (1) Changing government policy; (2) Changes in personnel; and (3) The 
trade union making demands for improvements. 
The initial driver for the development of partnership was the realisation that the Trust 
deemed necessary to develop their relationships with the unions. Several respondents 
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from management and HR, who have been involved in the Staff Involvement Group 
where the staff involvement policy was developed, recognised these changes: 
" ... management and staff have grown together, we are going through a difficult period 
and I think both sides have realised that it is better to work with each other than 
againsf' (T1 M2), and 
"We have not really done it as an approach - we have not done it under any heading 
or banner, we just realised that we wanted to develop relationships with the unions 
more because it was seen as a good thing to do" (T1 HR1). 
It could be argued that while the Trust had considered de-recognition in the early 90s the 
important point to highlight is that they actually decided against this and instead have 
learnt to work with the unions and acknowledge the benefits with this approach. This will 
be elaborated on later. 
Government Policy 
Government encouragement and support had propelled progress toward developing 
relationships, and Trusts were informed that they were expected to have a plan in place 
for staff involvement. This push from the government was identified by respondents from 
management and trade unions as being a significant driver for the development of 
partnership. The following quotes illustrate how pervasive the approach had become and 
to some extent the perception that there was somehow no option but to adopt and 
develop what could be described as a partnership approach. It was not perceived by 
participants as something they had to be but it was seen as the preferred approach, 
something that they had joint commitment for. 
"We couldn't have ignored it, even if we wanted to -I don't think there was an 

alternative for us - you can't legal/y ignore the unions and there was no alternative 

that I would want to work within anyway" (T1 HR1). 

"It came from the management side really, it came through nationally within the 

national framework - the initial instigation was from management but it would have 

been a matter of if they hadn't have done then somebody from the staff side would 

have said what are we doing about this" (T1T1). 

"Always working together and thinking about how you could work with someone else 
with a partner and the government message banging on about it have really 
reinforced that - it is all about 'partnership, partnership, partnership' - it is not just 
from the unions it is right across the board with everything" (T1HR1). 
Owing to these changes made, it was felt that partnership had pervaded the organisation. 
The assistant HR Director illustrated this observing that it has become part of the culture, 
"it is right through everything - it is almost there without being said now" (T1 HR1). 
Similarly, the chief executive recognised the importance of leadership and taking a long 
term view to developing a culture that actually promotes partnership, which is "part of the 
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structure, part of the way we work part of the way we think and how we act, so very much 
part of the long term view" (T 1 H R 1 ). 
As a result of government policy and its pervasiveness, the evidence points towards 
changes in the NHS culture as a whole, as this was discussed under the section on how 
things are different under partnership. Government encouragement for partnership 
helped propel it further but more positive relationships had been developing before that, 
that is pre-97 and this could help explain why we hear that it is claimed it is nothing new. 
Organisational Change: Changes in personnel have driven the development of 
relationships. 
The Trust has been through a number of organisational changes over a period of 18 
months that have upset the balance of relationships, as there was a perceived 
breakdown in communications between management, trade unions and staff and in turn 
this led to the realisation that the Trust needs to develop relationships and 
communications. 
"We have always had a good working relationship so therefore we have always had a 
partnership - it only started to breakdown when the personnel director and assistant 
personnel director and chief exec left" (T1 FGR1) 
In the words of the staff side secretary, "there was an awful lot going on at the same time 
and I think that this had an adverse affect" (T1T1). 
Union respondents in particular pointed towards the breakdown of communication as 
being the result of a change of approach when new people came into the organisation, 
who did not know how relations were approached. 
"You had three new people coming in that were not aware how we communicated" 

(T1FGR1). 

"In the past on a sort of unofficial basis we were being informed and our views sort 
from a very early stage (we were getting informed sometimes prior to managers). 
When the management changed, we ended up being effectively the last to know - we 
had an open forum and then the meeting with the staff reps was the day after the 
open forum which was totally reversed to what it was before" (T1 FGR3). 
The views also indicated that management had learnt from this and changed in response. 
These sets of factors seemed to have helped to shape the way partnership with staff and 
the unions is being approached. In particular the assistant HR Director felt that despite 
the disruption, the experience had helped to develop and build relationships with the 
union. 
173 

"Organisational change has affected progress, but it has been positive because it has 
tested our way of doing things" (T1 HR1). 
The word partnership crept into the vocabulary it was not a conscious decision or a 
turning point but a jOint realisation of the need for change. As the assistant HR Director 
explained, "It was not a decision as such but a word that crept into the vocabulary - it was 
probably down to new people coming into HR being led by the new HR Director - if 
someone had not come in at this level it might not have happened" (T1 HR 1 ).This was 
also supported by a quote from a local union representative who claimed that: 
"The T&D department as well has contributed a lot to these changes, improvement in 
communication and attitudes - with our new management it has made it all very much 
more open, very much more shared - up until 2 years ago we were getting nothing" 
(T1 FGR3). 
In turn suggesting that as a result there had been an increasingly open climate and more 
co-operation. 
It could be argued that the evidence suggests that relationships need to be tested for 
improvements and moves to a more mature stage or for partnership to develop. The 
above quotes suggest that one of the drivers to improve relationships involved the 
breakdown of communication when a new management team came in; therefore change 
was not necessarily because of partnership but because of changes of staff in prominent 
pOSitions. In addition, these new people were coming in, not knowing how the Trust 
communicated had led the unions to demand improvements in communication. 
Government Mandate: Increased emphasis on HR Issues 
As already noted, with the new HR strategy for the NHS provided a government mandate 
to involve staff and union and could help to explain why employee relations have seen 
some movement and this really adds weight to and highlights the impact of government 
encouragement. 
"It is good because HR has now got a pretty high profile which it did not have before, 
because you were never told what to do before, there was no interest from the 
government or anyone so you could be as good or as bad as you felt like" (T1 HR1) 
"It is a pain filling in all these returns al/ the time about what you are doing but at least 
it legitimises it - saying you must do SI - you can now go to the board and say look 
we have got to do this so we are doing it - they would not have let you do it before" 
(T1 HR1) 
HR has a higher profile across the NHS and it was recognised that this was a driver to 
improvements as it was easier to get the board to listen and to encourage a more positive 
approach to staff. The evidence suggests that movements toward partnership were more 
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than just management led. As well as managers and unions being told that they should 
do, in particular government policy had also provided both HR and union reps from this 
Trust the power to make demands and to push through changes with the support of the 
Trust board. While it was recognised that government policy had dictated how things 
should be developed, on the positive side it also meant that it had provided the 
opportunity to push through certain changes that both management and unions were 
committed to. 
Unions making demands 
While changes in personnel at the Trust had had an impact, there was a two-way push 
with the union demanding and this was recognised by HR. Work on the ACAD project 
was given by the union representatives as an example of making demands and forcing 
management's hand. This was a project to develop a new building and centre funded 
through a PFI initiative and was one thing that the unions are not that supportive of. 
"It was led through --- and myself because we came with new ideas and through 
the unions wanting and saying what they didn't like and what they didn't want" 
(T1 HR1) 
"It was not just us - the union by them making their demands that has prompted 
us because we probably would not have bothered, you don't think of everything ­
it was the local reps saying they wanted to be more involved - it is not working 
we want to do it this way" (T1HR1). 
Relationship Development 
The way both sides worked with each other on a PFI project to build a new centre at the 
hospital was provided as an example of how relationships between management and 
unions have developed. 
All parties agreed that it had got to the point in the process where everything is shared 
with the unions (but it was not like this right from the beginning). Management has been 
very open and the unions have had access to the lists of prospective bidders for the PFI 
contract for a new ACAD centre to comment on. According to the chief executive there 
had been great maturity, good discussion and sensible debates and listening on both 
sides to deal with the concerns. "There has been great maturity, good discussion, and 
sensible debates, listening on both sides and an understanding ofboth local positions 
and national positions". The staff side secretary acknowledged that management are as 
open as they can be and progress is being made. The following quote illustrates this 
view, 
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"It was moving slowly initially but we are getting to a positive position now" (T1T1). 
"As far as the union is concerned we have got to be involved at all stages and they 

have done that - they have also involved other staff in that and patients too - in the 

project board - so it is creating a positive side - but whether it is by design or what" 

(FGR1) 

The way management and unions worked together over this topic also demonstrated the 
importance of involving trade union representatives at an early stage. If the unions are 
involved earlier then this can enhance collaboration. The Deputy HR Director recalled 
her experiences, 
"The earlier you involve them the easier they are to cope with - they get annoyed if 

they are not involved and try to create problems" (T1HR1). 

Government policy has in effect enabled both management and union side in partnership; 
it legitimises it and could therefore be considered a positive outcome and demonstrates 
the benefits of partnership. There were instances that affected progress in developing 
partnership, but there appears to be agreement from both sides that it has been a 
positive experience (despite initial teething problems). It has tested relationships and 
made management re-assess their approach and the way things are handled. It has also 
highlighted the importance of needing to write things down, as previously no protocols 
were written down in any formal way and so when there were changes in personnel there 
was no continuation of approach. This will be returned to later. 
Commitment and Its Role in Developing Partnership 
The views of the trade union representatives largely supported the views of management. 
This said trade unions felt that while organisational rhetoric supported partnership action, 
this was limited, as was individual responsibility at a senior level. 
The majority of respondents from both management and trade unions believe that the 
Trust gives partnership a high priority but not the highest, as the following quotes 
illustrate, 
"It does seem important to the Trust and it gives it a high priority- but not very very 
high" (T1 HR1) 
"The Trust does not a/ways afford it the highest priority, but they see it as a positive 
thing" (T1T1). 
"Management (rather than specifying the Trust in general) could afford partnership a 
somewhat higher priority" (T1 T2) 
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Commitment at the highest level? 
It was suggested that Deputy HR Director is committed but no one higher has got 
involved (Staff side secretary) and "she is very enthusiastic and is the ideal person to 
drive it" (Staff side chair). 
The findings suggested that it was more important that there were key enthusiastic 
individuals driving partnership. HR was seen as champion or change agent and could 
therefore explain (partly) how partnership develops and who is involved in this process. 
"I think it is a personnel thing it's a HR thing so probably some of the other Directors 
would not have afforded it much of a priority' (FGR1) 
'Those involved have been enthusiastic about it - we have not had real opposition ­
at a minimum we have had acceptance and the best outcome has been enthusiasm 
from HR and the unions and other managers seem quite happy to go along with it" 
(T1HR1) 
"The HR director is very far thinking he would want staff side involved and he would 
keep reminding me to involve the union" (T1 HR1) 
Partnership with the unions is not necessarily seen as a Trust approach but a HR 
approach. It is seen as HR's job to develop good relationships with the trade unions and 
the chief executive and the Trust board are happy to let HR deal with it. It appears that 
the Trust is committed to developing a partnership relationship with the staff and their 
representatives and they do listen to their needs. The chief executive asserted that he is 
determined to understand the issues that affect staff and to feed these issues and 
concerns into discussions at the Trust Board. 
"1 am determined to be connected and closely involved with the issues that affect staff 
- my part is to make sure that people are involved and do feel involved" (T1 CEO). 
The above section therefore demonstrates how partnership is distinctive from what has 
gone before and also illustrates management's intension to move beyond simply good 
relations with the union towards early involvement and giving them the opportunity for real 
influence. 
Staff, and trade unions especially are not as yet completely convinced, therefore the Trust 
will need to demonstrate what this commitment means in reality. On examining the 
different opinions there is perceived to be a commitment to partnership on paper. This 
commitment is signified through the formalisation and writing down of statements. It is 
thought that the next step must be to follow through on the actions' set down and deliver 
on any promises made. This therefore means that the participants involved must devote 
time to it. 
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It was also clear from the comments made that partnership is given a reasonably high 
priority, but the two key players agreed that it is not being given the highest priority. 
Despite this, the staff side acknowledged that the Deputy HR director was the champion 
of the partnership idea, someone who was enthusiastically driving partnership. They were 
confident that there would be progress and indeed there had been a good start as it was 
seen by the Trust as a positive thing. 
Finally, there is some evidence of investment from both sides and the fact that the Trust 
is devoting time to it and formalising things is an indicator of the strength of the 
commitment to partnership. While HR argues that formalisation demonstrates their 
commitment to take partnership forward, trade union respondents recognised that this 
needs to be followed through with action. As the following quote from the staff side 
secretary illustrates, 
"The trust is committed on paper, which is a good start but now it has got to show its 

commitment by following through with action and delivering what it has promised - I 

think there has got to be proof from both sides". (T1 T1) 

What factors propel the development of relationships? 

There were a number of incidences that have helped move the relationship toward a 

more mature point: 

"Events happening through the year forced us, even if we did not want to and we 
made good relationships with the unions by sitting down with them and making 
agreements, developing new policies and procedures together - we did a lot of 
negotiation which we don't do a lot of really - this really helped, this developed 
relationships a long way - because specifically meeting every month, we were 
physically spending a lot of time together - so the regular meetings and involving the 
FTO a lot more" (T1 HR1) 
The above quote points to a number of important aspects that have acted as facilitators of 
relationship development and suggest that the circumstances that these individuals found 
themselves in meant that they were thrown together and had no choice but to work 
together. As this was a catalyst to get both sides in the same room and they then had to 
work closely together over an intense period of activity; time spent together cooperating. 
In particular, the support and interest shown by the full time officer also helped ensure a 
full contribution from the trade union side. 
Increased joint work 
One particular example that was highlighted by both management and trade union 
respondents as having a positive impact on the development of relationships was the 
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setting up of a Joint Consultative Group for the transfer of staff over to the new Primary 
Care Trust (PCT). At this time there were lots of opportunities for management and union 
representatives to work more closely together, more so than in the past. As the Deputy 
HR Director, who was involved explained "we actually sat around a table and discussed, 
you know a really tight knit group rather than a big committee" (T1 HR 1). 
Management and trade unions negotiated lots of policies together such as the disciplinary 
I grievance and recognition / facilities policy and by all accounts it went very smoothly. 
The group met every month and included the local trade union representatives from all 
the affected staff groups and full time officers of Unison and the BMA. The unions agreed 
that they were "involved from day one - we were involved in all aspects of it". For 
example, staff representatives were invited to discussions with the staff who would be 
affected by the transfer, jointly with HR. This situation meant that there was regular 
intensive contact between management and unions and this helped to develop 
relationships. It could be argued that working together on this jOint task developed a 
feeling of shared responsibility and this helped tie the parties together. This provides 
support for the affect theory of social exchange (Lawler, 2001) that posits that when 
individuals come together in an exchange relationship around a common venture, a 
sense of shared responsibility for success or failure of that jOint effort is created. This 
joint work continued through to the developing of a staff involvement policy and was seen 
as quite pervasive: 
"We have joint training with unions and managers - just joint everything, it could be 
anything in some ways because it is beneficial because you are still working together" 
(T1HR1). 
Formalisation. 
The Setting up of the Staff Involvement Working Group kick started the process and 
provided the framework to be able to write things down, and enabled the Trust to make a 
formal statement saying that this is what the Trust is doing to develop partnership and 
everyone could agree to it. This has led to the movement from the rhetoric or 'ideas in 
the head' stage to writing down guidelines and formalising things in order to make things 
happen. Because of some concerns regarding varying amounts of commitment, it was felt 
important to demonstrate it in writing things down more rather than it being 'just 
anecdotal', as the following quotes illustrate: 
"you read about partnership and you think that is a good label to put on things but it is 
not an approach taken by the Trust - I think SI has kick-started that, it has given us a 
framework for writing things down, that is what we are going to do rather than this is 
just an idea in your head" (T1 HR1). 
"Within the staff involvement group, we have a strategy we have a timetable laid 
down now, dates with how far we've got and I think we seem to be progressing and it 
179 

seems to be a reasonable timetable - we have got the right people management side 
pushing it along - I have confidence that we are going to keep to the timetable that 
we have got" (T1T1). 
"To write things down - this is the way we work and anyone new coming in can 

understanding this is how we handle things - writing things down is a good starting 

point - having something written down about the way we work together" (T1 HR1) 

"We had a situation where the (management) team has changed and we suddenly 
realised that hang on a minute we didn't write any of that down - that is one important 
thing that has come to light, the need to write things down, so that everybody 
understands the way we work when we have got new Directors coming in" (T1 T1). 
'There were no mechanisms for involving them, so we did not always involve - we 

are doing it both ways now, developing formal mechanisms where they had been 

informal in the past" (T1HR1) 

The above quotes indicated partnership (recent moves to improve relationships), had not 
meant a completely new philosophy in terms of employee relations but instead a 
formalising of their approach and guidelines for working with each other. 
This recognition of the importance of writing things down involved formal mechanisms to 
complement their informal relationship that seemed to work quite well. Formalising 
helped to develop a more permanent arrangement thus facilitating continuity in 
relationships. 
At the first meeting of the staff involvement group, current performance against the seven 
standards in the N HSE assessment tool was audited and out of this audit an action plan 
was developed to highlight planned improvements to bridge the gap between current and 
desired performance. The action plan is all about developing a more partnership 
approach with the union, as the Assistant HR Director commented "It is partnership 
because we are working together with an aim in mind - I mean the action plan has not 
been drawn up by personnel", but it is a joint effort between staff, management and the 
unions. Doing things jointly was a key theme running through many situations at the 
Trust. At all stages of the process key management and union representatives were 
involved and worked jointly through the stages and policies developed. It was thought 
however that ordinary staff would not necessarily notice many differences. When 
employees were asked whether they had been communicated to regarding partnership, 
the majority of respondents were not aware of what partnership meant to the Trust. 
A Staff Involvement policy and Staff Charter was produced and detailed the Trust's policy 
and philosophy (including, shared values and joint commitments) on staff involvement 
and partnership. On a formal basis the Trust has signed up to the TUC Partnership 
Institute and have fully ascribed to the principles that the Institute has adopted. A Joint 
management / staff side development workshop is planned in order to develop 
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relationships and build trust between management and trade unions and a consultant 
from the institute has been asked to facilitate the session. 
In sum, it could be argued that this period of formalisation and sustained activity could 
signify that the Trust demonstrate a certain level of commitment toward developing 
partnership (both providing time and resources to invest in the relationship) and 
suggested satisfaction from working through the hard times and working jointly together. 
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Figure 5.1: Overview of the Partnership Process (Trust One) 
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communications 
manager. 
• 	 Developing 
communications. 
• 	 Improving the visibility 
of senior management. 
• 	 ruc partnership institute 
- workshop to facilitate 
relationships. 
Evaluation 
Monitor Progress via the 
staff attitude survey. 182 
BARRIERS TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF PARTNERSHIP. 
The most prominent issues facing this particular Trust were - lack of trust I commitment f 
lack of capability of management f poor communication and a lack of effectiveness from 
staff side. As already recognised in the literature on partnership and labor management 
cooperation, mistrust is a key problem encountered in these types of initiatives. It was 
recognised that trust was the all important factor as a quote from a senior manager 
illustrates, "I am not aware of any obvious barriers other than perhaps lack of trust - I 
think to promote partnership each side needs to trust the other more" (T1 M2). 
Lack of management skills I lack of awareness 
As one manager commented, HR and other proponents of partnership are facing some 
entrenched positions from some managers. Staff side have also had some reservations 
regarding manager's skills in managing people. In addition, the lack of visibility of 
management was seen by a selection of representatives as becoming a bit of a barrier to 
partnership because it is difficult to start a dialogue if you don't know who the people are. 
There has been some progress in improving this and the Trust is planning 'Back to the 
Floor' days (involving job swaps). There was recognition (particularly from HR) of what 
the barriers are and some suggestions of what might need to happen to overcome these 
as the following interview excerpts show. Lack of awareness was seen to stem from a 
lack of knowledge of when to involve the union and was thought to be dealt with by 
educating managers and 'from managers having positive experiences of working with the 
union. 
"Apart from showing them subtly that the way they had done it had not worked and 
hope they don't do it again - to reinforce it - this is the way to do it in the future - but I 
don't have huge hopes, I don't necessarily think that would change things - it needs 
to be someone they see as a mentor to sit down and help them develop and realise 
you have to work in this way - I only talk about a few people but it is those at the top 
and that is where the problem is - one particular Director you will probably not 
change him - you need to work on people below them, put pressure on him by peer 
pressure" (T1 HR1). 
"It takes a lot oftime to involve people and we are always trying to remember 
because it is still not engrained entirely, it does not always come to the fore ofyour 
mind - the need to involve people - need to constantly remind to involve but I think in 
time this will come because it will be second nature" (TIHRl) 
"The main problem is when staff are told about things before union reps - it is 

something that we are constantly trying to reinforce with managers" (T1 HR1). 

"It is not a lack of wanting - it has just been about managers being unaware ­
managers are unclear what the can share and what they can't share" T1 HR1 

Partnership was seen as a positive development and there was not the widespread 
feeling of being against partnership in principle. That said it was also observed that while 
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it was good in theory, in reality there are practical problems that were constraining its 
development. The belief was that there was a lack of time to have the lUxury of working 
in partnership. Interviewees from management and the trade union were primarily 
concerned about not having sufficient time and resources to get involved fully - both 
sides felt this tension of time. This was borne out by a number of comments: 
"The almost, the innate reluctance of management to deliver partnership as fully as it 
could be and the reluctance might be about busyness rather than not wanting it to 
happen - the biggest barrier is busyness and the packed agenda" (T1 M2). 
"you don't get enough time to do what you used to be able to do because of the 
pressure - over the last 18 months an awful lot has happened and things have been 
pushed through at a higher level (no choice) - they are trying to change the health 
service - probably too quickly I think" (FGR 1) 
"Its like the government turning around and saying this would be an ideal thing but 
when it comes down to the grass roots - you know the fact that somebody can have 
time off or can work odd shifts but they don't think about the running of the 
department - it sometimes puts more pressure on the people who are here so it does 
more harm than good" (FGR1). 
''The main barrier is about time for staff to be involved, it might also be a lack of 
interest, if interested they will find a way - we always get this thrown back in our face" 
(T1HR1). 
"Working jointly together on policies as in other Trusts but at the moment with the 

staffing levels it just would not work - you would end up having the same group of 

people that sit on almost every group" (FGR1). 

The above comment by the Assistant HR Director also suggested that it could partly to do 
with the fact that staff are not interested in getting involved. 
"We don't always get time - to respond to paper work that has been put out for 
clarification or for comment - you sometimes only get 24 hours to comment on it 
and it is not enough time" (FGR1). 
"It is probably because a lot of the reps that we have got now have not had much 
experience - I think it is down to experience" (T1T1). 
The above quote from the staff side secretary suggests that the trade union 
representatives also lacked the experience to get involved. 
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Union effectiveness 
The Assistant HR Director made the point that if relationships were to move to a more 
collaborative style, the staff side needed to be able to contribute more fully in terms of 
joint problem solving. As she comments "they have been very co-operative in that they 
will generally tend to go along with what we want". This point was backed up by one 
comment from a manager involved in the staff involvement group, he felt that the ER 
climate was fairly benign and unions don't actively search for opportunities to get 
involved. 
"The benign presence of the staff side - doesn't always strive to bring about 
partnership" (T1 M2). 
The union representatives were capable and seem to be improving with experience, 
despite still needing extra training. They lacked some of the necessary skills to develop 
their relationships with management and this has sometimes meant that the staff side 
have missed some opportunities because they are not skilled at negotiating. 
"They (the unions) miss opportunities from their side because they are not skilled at 
negotiating" (T1 HR 1). 
The staff side secretary felt that union representatives are not always comfortable with 
communicating with top level management and this was especially the case concerning 
new representatives who have not got the confidence, as the staff side secretary 
comments "I think it is down to experience" (T1 T1). 
The staff side acknowledges that it is always the same representatives on every group 
and this is putting a strain on how much staff side can contribute. It was felt that there 
needed to be more representatives, so that the work and responsibility was shared. It 
was widely agreed amongst the local representatives that the recruitment problems at the 
Trust were having an enormous effect on representation and staff being able to get time 
off to get involved. The following quote illustrates this point, "once people start seeing 
partnership working and they have got some evidence, then - more staff representatives 
will want to get involved". 
HR sees the importance of recruiting more representatives so that staff side can be more 
effective, and therefore have taken some steps to remove the barriers to further union 
involvement. For example, meetings are scheduled for a year in advance in order to 
allow representatives to arrange for the time off. If the issue became bigger then it was 
acknowledged by HR that they would need to examine some possibilities such as a 
central fund. There had been some acknowledgement, but in the eyes of the 
representatives it has not been completely sorted out. The union also has its part to play, 
185 

it is about increasing publicity and raising the profile of the union, staff need to know that 
the unions are involved and working on their behalf and it is not just managers making 
the decisions. The education of managers is therefore also necessary and HR 
recognised the need to show them in a subtle way the benefits of working in partnership. 
As stated above, both sides felt that earlier union involvement was aiding the 
development of partnership. For example, management and trade unions were forced to 
work together, when working through the changes at the Trust, therefore this intense and 
continued contact developed relationships. In spite of this, management felt that while 
the trade unions have the opportunities to get involved, they often don't take advantage of 
these. As stated there were barriers to further union involvement and this was having an 
impact on the development of partnership, as was the case in the other Trusts, a major 
barrier was ineffectiveness to fully contribute. The second interesting issue that was 
brought to light in the interviews was the fact that the staff side needed to publicise their 
involvement to staff and especially their members. In addition, as was stated in the 
literature review, it is important for trade unions to be sure to communicate to their 
members what they are doing for them, to demonstrate a strong agenda that is 
independent from management. This has been particularly important in the face of 
criticism that trade unions are becoming incorporated into management objectives and 
that partnership shows union weakness (Kelly, 2002). 
5.7) SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS (Trust One) 
Trust one was perceived by several regional trade union respondents as being less-well 
developed in terms of their commitment to partnership. It was felt that employee relations 
was immature and the Trust had not yet fully embraced the idea of partnership (relative to 
other Trusts in the area). This opinion could be partly explained by the difficult 
relationships that management and unions have had in the past. 
The findings from this case study however paint a more positive picture. Key individuals 
from management and trade unions were committed to developing a partnership 
approach and improving communication and staff involvement. Respondents described 
the relationship as co-operative but that there were moves to develop a more 
collaborative arrangement. The Trust had introduced a staff involvement group to develop 
relationships, where a policy and staff charter were developed jointly between 
management and union representatives. There was a confidence on both sides that the 
rhetoric being espoused about partnership would be turned into action. 
A positive culture was also in evidence; many employees were long serving and had 

been able to develop relationships over the long term. Massive organisational change 
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and the subsequent breakdown in communication between management and employees 
had led to the realisation that new mechanisms and procedures needed to be 
implemented. The informal approach previously adopted was not robust enough to deal 
with the amount of communication needed in a period of change and improvements 
would be seen through a partnership approach. Finally, there was still a question mark 
over the effectiveness of the staff side to become an equal partner in the relationship. 
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Chapter 5 - Part 2 

5.8) BACKGROUND - TRUST TWO 

The hospital first opened its doors in 1766 with just 20 beds and has now grown to become 
one of the principle general teaching hospital for the region (serving its 460, 000 people), and 
has an internationally renowned centre for specialist healthcare, clinical research and medical 
education. The Trust is one of the biggest employers in the region, employing over 5, 800 
staff in a range of disciplines. It became an NHS Trust in 1993 and now has more than 1,250 
beds, and an annual budget of £217 million (generally manages to break even with some 
exceptions). It is the main provider of acute services (mental health services having 
transferred to a new specialist trust in April 2002) and boasts firsts such as pioneering organ 
transplants in the UK, and the world's first test tube baby (CHI, 2002). 
As with lots of other hospitals the Trust is expanding even further. The Trust and its partners 
have agreed a major new redevelopment to include extra capacity and the relocation of 
another local hospital onto the site. The key feature of this vision is the joint approach taken 
and the emphasis put on partnerships with other organisations in the local health economy, 
thus committing itself to long term collaboration and partnerships (CHI, 2002) (not necessarily 
stated as partnership with trade unions). 
According to the Centre for Health Improvement, the Trust has made early progress with 
various government initiatives that are only now being introduced in some other hospitals and 
has been consistently awarded a three star ranking in the Government's performance ratings. 
In the CHI report (2002) the need for improvements and further development of the human 
resources management function as of strategic importance was highlighted. For example, at 
the time of the research, the Trust had failed to recruit a HR Director and its leadership was 
being provided by a non-HR specialist. The Trust is good in terms of HRM, staff side 
acknowledge that the Trust seems to give training and development a high profile and staff 
feel there is a strong commitment from the Trust (CHI, 2002). It could be argued therefore 
that the Trust is doing well on at least the one dimension of partnership, the other dimension 
being a high level of Industrial Relations activity and a collectivist outlook (see Guest, 2001). 
However, it could be argued that based on this background, we would have expected good 
progress on partnership with the trade unions. 
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5.9) THE STATE OF EMPLOYEE RELATIONS. 

In terms of the employee relations climate, respondents at multiple levels and roles 

acknowledge that employee relations was good overall and that it had developed even further 

in recent years. As the following excerpts from the interviews highlight: 

"The employee relations climate is quite fair - quite good really - they are very fair to the 
staff, they have got good policies - and there is a lot ofsupport built into the system to 
help the member of staff" (T2T3). 
"In theory, there are good relations - as a union rep I have no problems approaching 

management" (T2T2). 

"Relationships are respectful - the climate on the whole is reasonably good" (T2M2) 
"There is good overall industrial relations, they are progressive, want to be and can be a 

good Trust" (T2FTO). 

"The employee relations climate is very much developing - while there have been 

improvements there is still a long way to go" (T2H R1). 

"Employee relations have always been good, but they are improving - communication 

channels are being improved" (T2HR2). 

"Industrial relations at the Trust is good - in recent years unions have become more 

involved, it is less 'them and us' - and more everybody working towards similar goals" 

(T2M1). 

"Management has always worked with the unions rather than against them, but recently it 
has improved further" (T2T1). 
The above quotes also suggest that they are starting to see some movement towards more 
cooperation (increased union involvement was seen as synonymous with the working 
towards common goals), rather than the working on two opposite sides. Improvements were 
also seen in terms of enhanced communication channels. 
5.10) WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD BY PARTNERSHIP? 
The literature suggests that what is understood by partnership and the interpretations held by 
the parties involved (Ackers and Payne, 1998; Guest and Peccei, 1998; 2001) will have an 
impact on the development of the relationship and progress towards partnership (Cooney, 
2002). As the above quote from the FTO suggests, the Trust is progressive and has the 
potential to have good relationships, however when the union suggested an away day to 
discuss and to come to some agreement on what management and the trade unions 
understood by partnership, the request was declined. 
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"In terms of the partnership agenda, Unison has suggested to management that they 

should do something about it - we suggested an away day in order to decide what it 

means for the Trust but management declined to take that route as a mechanism for 

implementing a more partnership approach" (T2T 4). 

It should however be noted that only one respondent (a Unison representative currently on 
secondment to the regional union office) reported this and no other respondents drew 
attention to this event. 
On the contrary to comments in the literature that there would be different interpretations, 
there was actually much common understanding. Six of the nine interviewees from 
management, HR and trade union representatives recognised that partnership was about 
cooperation and joint problem solving. Several respondents highlighted the approach 
needed was to be open and honest, two of these interviewees also observed that partnership 
meant mutual benefits and outcomes: 
"A working relationship, whereby we can look each other in the eye and know what each 
other means" (T2T1). 
"Management and staff get together right from square one to discuss things that either 

side want changing and work through it together" (T2T2). 

"Working together as equals" (T2T4). 
"Work alongside the union to share best practice and manage difficult situations" (T2M2). 
"All groups of the organisation working together for the same outcome really, the service" 
(T2T3). 
"In its basic term it is working together to achieve a positive outcome for all parties" 
(T2M3). 
"It is about listening, what are their issues, what are their problems, let's see if we can't 

solve this together- if we can't solve it, lets acknowledge that we can't and move on" 

(T2HR2). 

"I think that it means that you are as open and honest as possible" (T2HR1). 
"Partnership is about having a good working relationship - an open agenda as possible 
and regular communications - to work proactively not reactively" (T2M4). 
Union involvement in discussions from an early stage was also seen as a feature of 
partnership and it was recognised that as well as sharing and being open and honest, it also 
meant giving power to the union. 
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"It means proper empowerment - not just that they (the unions) are informed but they are 
actually involved in the discussions" (T2HR1). 
"Involving the union from the beginning" (T2T4). 
Despite common agreement on the nature of partnership, respondents found it difficult to 
point towards concrete examples of what partnership was and what partnership was not. The 
following quote from the HR Director emphasises the uncertainty with which partnership as 
an approach is seen. It suggests that partnership grows and it is not easy to highlight where 
good relationships stop and partnership begins. It could be argued that it is not simply that 
the Trusts themselves are in a transition period (although they most certainly are) but that 
partnership is not an end point that can be arrived at and then stop and say well partnership 
is now achieved. 
"All of these sorts of things are little indicators of trying to work more closely together, but 
whether you would specifically put a partnership label on it or not I am not sure ­
probably - you might do yeah" (T2HR1). 
5.11) ARE CONDITIONS DIFFERENT UNDER PARTNERSHIP? 
To understand how significant the change is, it is important to examine whether partnership is 
qualitatively different than what has gone before. The following section will examine in more 
depth what this different approach entails and to what extent there has been a significant shift 
in relationships and will consider how distinctive partnership is. The discussion will 
demonstrate that the findings were mixed; indicating changes in some quarters but will also 
illustrate that there was the recognition that partnership was nothing new (at least not 
signifying a complete transformation in the way that relationships are managed). 
The above discussion has already suggested that partnership does not represent a complete 
turn around in terms of employee relations. Respondents from the trade unions and Human 
Resources support this view that partnership is nothing new. In particular, the literature has 
suggested that joint problem solving is central to a partnership approach (e.g. Dietz, 2004 
IPA, 1999; Guest and Peccei, 1998; 2001and ACAS), that said however problem solving was 
seen by the respondents as something that had on the whole always been practiced. 
"We have always had to deal with managers, this is nothing new really, it doesn't mean 
that we are suddenly getting into bed with them - it does actually mean that we have a 
business like relationship with them, we work together as far as possible to solve 
problems, well there is nothing new about that, but at least we have some more 
structures through which we can do it" (T2T1). 
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"I think it's not new but it has become more structured, there is a recognition that it is 
needed and we are having to assess how we do it and that is quite difficult because some 
of it is quite subjective - If we think we are doing it then we are probably doing it" 
(T2HR2). . 
The trade union representative was at pains to suggest that partnership does not involve 
'cosying' up to management and concern was expressed that partnership is not on 
management terms. It highlights one of the dilemmas or challenges that trade unions face in 
working with management in this way. There is a recognition that trade unions need to be 
clear about the role they want to play under partnership and to be aware of the way that their 
role may be perceived by both their members and managers. The idea of partnership is not 
necessarily anything new, but the partnership initiative has provided the opportunity to 
consider where the Trust is and where it wants to be in terms of their relationship and how 
these can be improved. 
The above quotes suggest that there are elements of partnership that are not seen as 
anything more than good industrial relations and that the changes and improvements that 
have flowed from changing government policy had resulted in a more structured approach 
and formalisation of good practice in relationships already developing at the Trust. 
Changes in the way Employee Relations is managed. 
There were a number of other ways in which changes can be seen and recorded that would 
signify changes in the way employee relations are managed and the way trade union and 
management view each other. In particular, there was evidence of some changes seen 
(general approach and attitudes) in the way the key actors work together. The following 
quote illustrates the staff side view of the importance of union representation of staff and that 
this was perceived as key to why trade unions were valued once again as one channel to 
gain staff views. The comment also suggests that while government policy has been an 
important driver, beyond this there was a general perception of change in the attitude of 
management toward the union. 
"I think that it is partly because of the poliCies of government it has changed, it is partly a 
recognition and a necessity by management, that if they want to hear the views of staff, 
we are the people to talk to like it or not - I think it does ref/ect a bigger change in 
attitudes" (T2T1). 
General (Background): Changing employee relations climate. 
The following discussion of the findings indicates improvements in relationships and evidence 
of a more harmonious environment compared to the NHS twenty years ago and this was 
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seen as having developed over time. In terms of improvements in relationships, respondents 
highlighted increased co-operation and a movement from an adversarial approach to one 
based on co-operating with the trade unions. 
"We have moved on a long way from the end of the 70s and early 80s when we had a/l 

sorts of riots and there was a lot of deep seated unhappiness in the health service - we 

have moved a long way from that but there are many things that are happening in the 

health service to reassure the unions that we doing things properly and involving them" 

(T2HR1). 

"Certainly when I think back to the late 70s early 80s, I think there is a different approach 
compared to my experience years ago - there seemed to be a more confrontational 
attitude - we were here, the personnel officers were there and it was just who could get 
one over who - now there is a lot ofgood will there - there is a recognition that they need 
to work with us" (T2T1). 
The SS secretary describes above less of a confrontational approach, where instead of 
management and trade unions being on opposite sides they are able to work together. This 
changing environment and increased cooperation between management and trade unions 
was also observed at multiple levels in the Trust and from both management and trade union 
respondents. In particular, interviewees commented on the movement from adversarial 
relationships where the language was very much about opposite sides. 
"IR at the Trust is good - there have been changes in recent years, unions are more 

involved. I think it is best described as - not so much 'them and us' - it is everybody 

working to similar goals" (T2M3). 

"It feels less like a them and us situation, if you have representatives on working groups 
then you are putting your member's views across, ensuring the best deal for them, not 
just your members but all employees" (T2T3). 
"We have got a much more of an open understanding with them, it doesn't feel to me like 
a 'them and us'- it feels very much like a 'we', we will work together to achieve the best 
results for the organisation and the emp/oyees" (Senior HR Manager). 
Management respondents in particular had observed how relationships had developed over 
time and management and trade unions had learnt to work together over the years that lead 
(in some cases) to mutual benefits. Typical comments included: 
"I know the IR system exists but I think that it has probably improved over the years - I 
think there is less hassle and havoc than there used to be - things have been sorted out 
between management and the trade unions over a long period of time and they have 
settled into a pattern of communication and when it works it suits both sides" (T2M1). 
'The Trust managers and the trade unions have been through a bit of a journey together 
and I guess there is a motivation on both sides not to repeat the bad times - there is a 
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mutual feeling that we can perhaps do better than this - lessons have been learnt" 

(T2M1). 

It could be argued that the respondents saw partnership involving working more closely 
together towards reaching compromises and being able to focus more on issues of joint 
concern such as bullying and harassment. There is evidence of co-operation and that this 
involves increasing inclusiveness and openness in dealing and involving the trade unions 
more fully. 
"Management have recognised that bullying and harassment is a serious issue - we have 
been involved and we have got a new policy on dignity at work - there is a recognition of 
these things and this is certainly changing" (SSsec Unison). 
"We have tried very much to work with Unison - we are very much in support but we just 
don't really have the right to flout the instruction from central government so we are trying 
to join with them and do something about it - and have undertaken a lobbying campaign" 
(HR Director). 
The above example as well as indicating increase in common ground, it also gives some 
indication that HR has recognised that it was better to work with the unions rather than 
against them. The specific example also demonstrates that perhaps both sides have 
recognised that can be achieved together as forces against the government and to get the 
best from staff. In addition to demonstrating changing attitudes, the views of respondents 
gave some indication as to their motives for being involved in partnership. 
'They (management) rely on us in a lot of ways to sometimes help them out with 
problems and they think it is better to work with us when they can but I would say that is 
really as far as its got at the moment, I think there is still an awful lot of work to be done ­
I think there is certainly a recognition in HR" (SS secretary - Unison). 
The above quote indicated that there was the perception that management not only saw the 
benefit of working with the union but to a certain extent they relied on the trade unions as 
representatives of staff. It was not clear however why management needed them or any 
indication of what the trade unions would get out of working in partnership. As it was 
suggested above, management have perhaps recognised that it is better to work with the 
unions than against them. The following quote from a senior manager at the Trust explains in 
part that the confrontational approach of the past is borne out of past experience in the 70s 
and 80s. It suggests that there is the view that unions need to work at changing the 
perception of their role and approach among some managers. 
"It was kind of borne out of the early 80s where there was no consultation - I think 

nowadays it is more about managers not wanting the annoyance and irritation of trade 
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unions poking their noses in where it is not wanted, which is going to take a long time to 

get rid of' (T2M 1). 

"There was such a backlash against the unions in the 80s, they have got a lot ofpublic 

relations work to do - to get back some of the good reputation that they should have" 

(T2M1). 

Finally, it is suggested that improvements had been seen and there was a recognition (at 
least from HR) that they had to develop relations with the trade unions. However, there was 
some indication that that universal support for these changes was not widespread and this 
will be discussed further later on in the chapter. 
Changes in way union viewed. 
In order for partnership to have a chance of developing a change in management attitude is 
necessary. All key respondents recognised that the old management culture remained and 
unions tended to be viewed as problems, which get in the way of the work of management. It 
was recognised that the macho management style was still in evidence at the Trust and that 
it would be working against the development of partnership. In particular, it was not accepted 
as appropriate in current climate based on co-operation. Partnership was also perceived as a 
challenge for those involved as it concerned moving out of individuals comfort zones. As the 
following excerpts highlight: 
"It is a cultural thing that they have been locked into for a long time - the Trust needs 

influential managers to get a handle on partnership - as far as the union is concerned 

there is a certain comfort factor in confrontation" (T2T4). 

'They (management) have a lot ofsorting out to do with some of the managers in this 
place - I think they know they have a lot of sorting out to do with some of the managers, 
and some of the management outlook which is still rooted in the old concepts of 'I'm the 
boss, do as I say, how dare you question my authority, all this old stuff that does not 
wash any more" (SS Secretary). 
"I suppose old habits die hard and some of the senior folk at the Trust - they are just 
used to doing their own thing and informing people afterwards - so it is trying to change 
that culture which is the biggest challenge" (HR Director). 
It was suggested that it is management (including some senior managers) that are the areas 
of the workforce where most of the barriers to partnership and working more closely lie. In 
particular, the above comment from the HR Director suggests that in particular it is resistance 
to change that is the problem. 
"In the past the management in the Trust had quite a formal, a macho way of dealing 

with things which has not been inclusive or discursive or useful in terms ofbuilding a 
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relationship so I think we are probably at the beginning of the process - the difficulty is 

the changing of the culture to permit that (partnership) to happen" (HR Director) 

"People are still fearful of sticking their necks out and that is an indictment of 

management - people should not feel that they are going to get it in the neck from their 

manager if they become a rep, there are a lot ofpeople who feel like that in this place, 

especially in the more clinical areas, in the nursing environment - there are still a lot of 

managers with very old attitudes" (SS chair ReM). 

In particular areas it is worse, while there is evidence that the management style of the past 
still exists, it is clear that it is seen as not working or acceptable under the current climate. 
One interviewee cited an example of a department where it is possible to see the 
consequences of continuing to manage following a macho-management style of the past. 
"It is typical of a department where the old culture still exists - the old managerial culture 
ofjust run the place, workers do as you are told or else, don't involve people - the almost 
old adversarial situation has dragged on and now they find it very hard to get staff - I 
think that they are now paying the price for having over-looked these things for too long" 
(SS Secretary - Unison). 
The staff side secretary drew attention to this department at the Trust where the old 
managerial culture exists, where the attitude that staff should do as they are told and 
managers will not involve staff. It was pointed out that it was now causing this particular 
department some problems, because they can't recruit or retain staff. It could be argued that 
this was a result of the lack of strategic thinking and clear philosophy coming from the centre 
as a guide for managers. It also highlights the need for culture change, as practice is 
dependent on individuals in the Trust. 
There is a large amount of variation between different departments who take different 
approaches to listening to their staff. For example, the maternity department has 'all staff 
meetings where anyone can raise issues (staff-Side chair). The variations in practice across 
different department and staff groups leads to a general feeling that there are pockets of bad 
practice that need to be dealt with. 
The above views indicate that the Trust is at the start of the process of developing 
partnership and while there have been some improvements there is still a long way to go and 
risks to the implementation of partnership. These risks and barriers will be examined in more 
detail when considering the factors that have both helped and hindered the development of 
partnership. 
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"It is a cultural change process and consultation and negotiation brings about change ­
we may have only paid lip service to it in the beginning - at the Trust we have seen 

cultural change in the last 2/3 years" (T2M3). 

Despite the above reservations, several managers interviewed showed some movement in 
attitude in terms of their views towards the union. The next section will illustrate the 
recognition of a change in trade union approach. 
Change in union approach. 
The staff side chair explained why a less confrontational approach was taken by the trade 
unions and hints at the concern that management are using the union to make management 
decisions more palatable to staff. The following are comments from managers that signify 
management recognise a change in union approach toward a less confrontational style 
where the union representatives were seen as less aggressive and less militant than they 
had been in the past. 
"Trade unionism is perhaps less militant than it was 20 years ago - although there is a 

feeling that there is an increase in militancy but it is a less confrontational kind ofpicture 

and consultation rather than confrontation seems to be more the order of the day" 

(T2M1). 

'The union reps are very good, they will sometimes go off track but that depends on the 

quality of the rep - if you work openly with them then there are no difficulties - they are 

even getting better- the trade union is now more open and less aggressive in recent 

years" (T2M3). 

Increased common ground / increased union involvement 
Specifically, not only does the above discussion indicate increased common ground and 
union involvement, the findings also indicated that the timeliness with which the trade unions 
are involved in discussions was an important element of what makes this new relationship 
distinctive; that is earlier union involvement in the process of decision making and policy 
development. 
Both HR interviewees highlighted that the trade unions are brought into discussions at a 
much earlier stage than they have done in the past, and this was put forward as an example 
of how they are more involved and that they work in partnership. However, there were some 
instances where the trade unions felt that this had not happened. As this excerpt from and 
interview with a key union representative illustrates, "We feel it is not early enough because 
we have a meeting of the MSF and then the next day we go and pick up the Cambridge 
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Evening news and we read that something is happening and we haven't been told about it 
yet" (T2T2). 
The Private Finance Initiative (PFI) has not been a big issue at the moment, although there 
have been discussions about a new Elective Care Centre that will probably be a PFI 
development. However, when the Trust invited the Unison FTO to the discussions the local 
representatives had not been informed and so the FTO made the Trust aware that this was 
not acceptable. The representatives felt that this was about management trying to side step 
the local representatives. 
HR also accepted that this situation had demonstrated the need for early union involvement 
and there was a realisation that in this instance they had not been involved early enough and 
that this was in fact the best way forward; having been prompted by the FTO who raised 
concerns about the lack of local trade union representatives involvement in discussions. 
"One of the PFI initiatives - a building that is going to be put on site - there were 
concems raised through the FTO that it had gone a long way on before the staff side 
were consulted and it was recognised that perhaps it had, they should have been 
involved and it was certainly agreed that that would happen in the future" (HR manager) 
Indeed it was recognised and is evidenced in the quotes below that this has not always been 
the case and it was accepted that they were just learning that this was a more effective way 
of involving the trade unions. 
"They (the unions) are brought in at a very early stage and that hasn't always been the 
case but we are now recognising that it is the best way forward" (Senior HR Manager). 
"It is not just that they are informed but they are actually involved - it is actually involving 
people in discussion much more, much earlier Jsuppose than has been the case in the 
past, so I think it is probably at the start of it" (HR Director). 
The early involvement of union representatives in discussions has been highlighted as an 
important issue that needs to be resolved if the Trust is going to work more in partnership 
with the unions. There seems to be a difference in how this is interpreted by both sides. The 
staff side chair believed that as soon as something is being contemplated then it should be 
discussed with the unions. On the other hand she believes that normally management want 
to have something (some proposal) to put in front of the union before they involve them. "We 
want to be brought in right from day one when they are thinking of something, they want to 
have something to put to us rather than involve us from the start" (T2T2). This view was also 
supported by the other trade union representatives, a typical comment being; 
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"We need more involvement in issues that are important to the Trust at an early stage, so 
instead of a memo three days before a decision is needed, we would be in at the ground 
floor when they are thinking of looking at a particular issue" (T2T3). 
The HR manager believed that there needed to be some instances when there were 
exceptions. She argues that "there will be times when the information has to be ratified by 
the board before it goes any further - clearly there are some things - not many actually - but 
there are some things that have to be retained in the centre as being utterly private" (T2HR2). 
Increased information sharing, 
Despite some disagreements over the extent of the information that can be shared, 
participants generally felt that there had been an increase in the amount of information that is 
shared with staff and their representatives. This was borne out in a number of comments by 
respondents: 
"Some of the staff side will attend a sub-group of the Management Staff Forum (MSF) 
and I can give you an example - access - they had a meeting of the group just before the 
last MSF where really confidential information was shared with them (the staff side), it 
wasn't even discussed at the MSF" (Senior HR Manager). 
"Modern matrons, this is something else that is being piloted - so we had a short 

presentation, now that is new we haven't done that in the past and I know that they are 

appreciative of that, so it is about giving information, we are sharing it with you" (Senior 

HR Manager). 

"There has been a widening of scope for subjects under discussion to a certain extent - it 
was interesting that they did ask someone to come along and talk about the new genetics 
building, whereas in the past they probably wouldn't have done that on the MSF - we are 
also seeing a widening of the things we discuss as well" (SS sec. Unison). 
"There has been an increase in information sharing but because of a/l the changes in the 
NHS this is inevitable - they need to share more - certainly if we get wind of something 
they don't refuse to give the union any information" (SS chair ReM). 
The interviewees acknowledged that there had been an increase in information sharing, 
however there was an implicit suggestion from a trade union representative that the sharing 
of information was easy for management to do and visible because of the large amounts 
coming out from government. Respondents questioned how useful the information was that 
they received, as the following views express: 
"We don't get an awful/at of information it is onfy the last 6 months we have had the Trust 
Board minutes - we probabfy would not have got to hear about these issues but now we 
do - it is nice to have information but it is not anything that we can usefully do anything 
with" (T2T3). 
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"Information is coming out with abundance now and you can get overloaded" (T2FGR1) 
"it has reached saturation point" (T2FGR5). 
It was claimed by the trade union representatives respondents that the Trust did share 
information and the amount had increased over recent years. However, the point was made 
that an increase in the need to share information had also increased and was inevitable due 
to the extensive changes going on in the NHS. 
5.12) WHAT HAS PARTNERSHIP ACHIEVED? 
While a changing environment and improvements in relationships among key players were 
evident at this stage in the process, it was clear that the full benefits would not be realised for 
a number of years. The majority of respondents that reported benefits were from the staff 
side. These outcomes were of a very general nature and the extent to which they were 
mutual was unclear. It could be argued that the trade union representatives were discussing 
advantages associated with union representation in general, rather than partnership per se. 
"One thing that has made life a lot easier - we have had many conversations sitting down 
with key individuals in management, sitting around the table so all the reps know them so 
they are more comfortable with that knowledge and it makes them more approachable ­
you don't mind raising issues" (SS chair). 
In particular, the SS secretary from Unison pointed towards the fact that problems can be 
anticipated, dealt with before they become a bigger problem; that is the role of the union, as 
an early warning signal. The nature of the partnership relationship is explained in terms of 
the openness and honesty that is necessary, as the following quote illustrates: 
'They (management) know that if I say anything I am not saying it off the top ofmy head, 
I am actually saying what my members have said to me - I am not going to say yes or no, 
I am going to go back to my members, that way the managers should feel that they have 
some confidence that in introducing changes they are involving staff through their 
representatives" (Staff side secretary). 
Benefits seem contingent on the type of partnership relationship and in particular the type of 
relationship and the place that trade unions have within this. This has already been noted in 
the literature and was in part recognised by one key union representative. In addition, the 
staff side secretary highlighted the importance of having an independent voice that 
represents staff, having a business relationship with management rather than doing 
management's business. 
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"If partnership is about sucking the trade unions into a cosy arrangement, nobody will 
benefit, unions certainly not because they will be discredited - I think if it is done proper/y, 
and it is treated in a business like way, nobody trying to con anybody else then of course 
everyone will benefit" (T2T1). 
5.13) THE PROCESS OF DEVELOPING PARTNERSHIP 
Relationship Development 
Partnership was viewed as "a growing organic thing" (T2HR1) one that builds on what has 
already been' achieved. The HR Director felt that it was seen as a long-term process that 
"you build on - and move forward a bit each time". Both the management and staff side 
agree that the Trust has not got that far with developing partnership, with the view that they 
are at the start of the process with some way still to go. The HR Director felt that they had 
made some positive steps but that they will have to be content with trying to move things 
along gradually. As one senior HR manager commented "there will always be more, you will 
never reach a ceiling where you can sit back and say this is enough now". It seems that the 
process of developing partnership is one of incremental changes, a gradual process where 
there are continual improvements rather than any quick remedies. 
200 

Figure 5.2: Overview of Partnership Process (Trust Two) 
I DRrVERS:J c:::::::> I INITIAL STEPS I c:::::::> I BARRlERS I c:::::::> I PROGRESS I 
National pressures: 
• 	 Government requirement 
to develop staff 
involvement. 
• 	 Government funding for 
modernisation and 
improving working lives 
initiatives. 
Local pressures: 
• 	 Observations made by the 
full time official of 
UNISON regarding the 
effectiveness ofthe 
Management Staff Forum. 
• 	 Realisation of the need to 
improve union 
effectiveness / 
contribution. 
POLlCY Set up MSF review group to 
examine how the group's 
effectiveness could be improved. 
(2001) 
~ 
Use of the management staff 
forum for a broader 
discussion on how 
partnership might work 
~ 
Decision to set up working 
party to examine possibilities 
and develop it further. 
~ 
This meeting 
was cancelled 
and then did 
not happen. 
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• 	 Managerial culture. 
• 	 Lack of strategic 
thinking. 
• 	 Key individuals 
being absent. 
• 	 Union 
effectiveness. 
L 

Action to taking away barriers 
and constraints 
• Improving communication 
channels between union 
representatives and 
management - all union 
representatives sitting on the 
MSF are on email. 
• Enabling union involvement. 
• Involving the trade unions 
earlier in discussions. 
Figure 5.2 above describes the process that the Trust has been through to develop 
partnership and helps to summarise some of the main drivers and barriers that the Trust 
has encountered. National and local pressures have led to the Trust putting in place 
some changes to improve the relationships between management, staff and their 
representatives; these will be discussed in more detail in the following sections. The 
partnership idea has been driven partly because of government poliCies. The staff side 
secretary felt that there had been changes and "it is partly to do with a recognition by 
management that if they want to hear the views of staff, we are the people to talk to, like it 
or not". It could therefore be argued that the change in culture being experienced 
throughout the NHS has meant that the unions feel that they are able to demand more 
improvements as the culture is more favourable towards trade unions and working in 
partnership. 
Drivers 
To assess the viability of partnership as an approach to employee relations and to 
evaluate its significance it is important to consider what led to its introduction and what it 
was hoped to achieve. 
For a full understanding of partnership we also need to examine where the Trust was 
starting from in terms of relationships and to consider whether elements in the past have 
had an impact on how relationships have developed as past experience is likely to have a 
shaped the way the Trust approaches partnership and the views and perceptions held by 
participants. 
Pre-partnership: Where is the Trust starting from in terms of relationships? 
It has been assumed that the push for and development of partnership began when a 
Labour government came to power in 1997; a government that believed in the need to 
develop a more harmonious industrial relations climate, involving replacing conflict with 
cooperation. However, the findings indicate that the move to a more cooperative 
relationship started before this; there were indications prior to this that the environment 
was changing. 
The Management Staff Forum (MSF) 
There has always been a joint structure for management and trade unions to come 
together and discuss things but in the past it was more confrontational. As one senior 
manager comments, "It has been going for years - but we may have only paid lip service 
to it in the beginning". The following views suggest that management and unions' working 
together through a joint consultative committee was nothing new. 
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'There has always been a jOint consultative committee - a joint structure for 

management and unions to be able to discuss issues - it has always been official 

policy that they encouraged staff to belong to a trade union and they recognised us" 

(SS secretary - Unison). 
'The staff side forum has always been there and so that has obviously pre-dated the 

Blair government - so it has not made a lot of a difference in terms of that but of 

course it has in terms of the agenda that is set out for NHS reform - hopefully it will 

help us to move on although there is a certain degree of irritation attached to the 

volume of stuff that they are putting out" (HR Director). 

The findings suggest that (unlike some Trusts) trade unions have always been 
recognised by the Trust and in fact have been seen to support staff recruitment to an 
appropriate trade union. While, there has always been a joint structure through which 
employee relations is managed, it was acknowledged that there had been changes which 
reflected a development of the relationship. Hence, there had not been a sudden sea 
change when Labour was elected in 1997 however; a favourable political climate had 
propelled the development of employee relations even further. In fact the importance of 
key individuals in positions of power who are supportive of the trade unions and their 
further involvement in the Trust cannot be under-estimated as the following interviewee 
highlights. 
'The previous CEO said that it might be possible to have a union rep on the Trust 
Board and this was before the change of government in 1997 but this never came off 
and the Trust won't do it" (T2T4). 
The above quote suggests that individual personalities are also likely to have an impact 
on what changes are pushed through and will shape the way relationships are 
approached. 
Respondents observed that the Management Staff Forum is not as effective as it could 
be because of a lack of resources and representatives. As the following quotes highlight: 
"I suppose they are trying to move beyond limited consultation, bodies like that are 

primarily for consultation, I don't see us getting any more out of it- often things can 

take an awful lot of time to get a result and I suspect that an awful lot of that is to do 

with resources available" (T2T1). 

'We used to have a joint consultative committee and now that has been renamed the 
staff management forum, I am very wary about the implications of that - a 
consultative committee is something where there is some sort of information being 
passed to and fro, but with a forum, it is a very 'wishy washy' kind of concept - we 
sort of sit around and chat" (T2T2). 
Staff side feel that the Trust is trying to move beyond limited consultation but they don't 
see the Trust getting more out of the forum than that. The staff side secretary felt that 
while issues were discussed at the meetings, it doesn't go beyond airing the issues 
stage. The forum can simply become an information giving exercise, as it is felt that it is 
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going through the motions and there seems no time for any meaningful discussion. 
Despite this it was felt that there is a "time pressure to complete the meetings, so 
sometimes we may need to cut it short" and therefore this can hinder full debate (staff 
side chair). 
A more recent phenomenon is the existence of spin off groups from the main forum. As 
the following comment from the HR Director illustrates: 
'The MSF seNes a function in that they seNe to exchange information but on a wider 
more exciting note if you have got a big issue then you end up having a useful debate 
- but they can fluctuate a fair bit really" (T2HR2). 
These working groups are set up to look at specific issues and have union representation 
on them. The staff side secretary suggested "They (the Trust) set up a modernisation 
forum, which is something from the NHS Plan and this forum has a number of spin off 
groups, looking at things such as 'Improving Working lives'." (T2T1). It was felt that this is 
where there is more useful discussion, and both sides recognised these as examples of 
where there had been recent developments. 
Political climate: Changing Government Policy 
Despite some improvements being recognised prior to 1997, it was accepted that the 
relationship had developed even further since the Labour government had provided extra 
incentives to encourage Trusts to make changes and improvements to the way that 
management, trade unions and staff work together. As the above quotes suggest there 
have always been opportunities for management and unions to work together and this 
has continued over the years, however changing government policy has had an impact 
on the amount of interaction and work that is done jointly. 
Management and trade union respondents highlight the important role that changing 
government policy has had on driving through increased co-operation. That said it is not 
just a more favourable climate and more government supportive of the role of trade 
unions and encouragement but there have been directions and legislation put in place to 
bolster trade unions position in the workplace. The staff side secretary was at pains to 
point out that it did not mean that the unions agreed with everything the labour 
Government was doing and that issues such as PFI were likely to be a source of 
disagreement if not conflict between, management, government and trade unions. 
"The initiative in many ways has come from them (management) - I imagine that this 
is a government factor, because they are a labour government and in that sense they 
do have connections with the unions - they (the government) have made it quite clear 
that in the NHS staff organisations need to be involved in any changes - before that 
the conseNatives obviously tried to pretend that the unions didn't exist - now that 
204 

does not alter the fact that some of the things that they have done, the unions are 

terribly opposed to, such as the Private Finance Initiative". (T2T1) 

"The political agenda is favourable - even under previous labour governments it has 

never been like this - Government are suggesting workplace learning reps within a 

legal framework with time off etc. " (T2T4) 

"Following from national changes of workplace politics - the local trusts have worked 

more closely with trade unions because there is a lot less heat and a lot more light" 

(T2M1). 
The following quote from the staff side secretary illustrates the important effect that the 
political climate has on the way relationships develop and the approach taken by the 
actors involved. That is, the adversarial approach was seen as a product of the political 
climate and it was management's expectation and therefore they tended to mirror unions 
approach. 
"It is not partnership it's a different thing, it is a recognition that we exist, that's all ­
that's always been there I think in the past there was probably a more confrontational 
approach, it was just reflective of the times in the days that the unions were supposed 
to be all powerful- I think that there is a lot of exaggeration about that but it was 
expected that the unions were always going to be adversarial" (SS secretary­
Unison). 
Trade unions suggesting changes I pushing for improvements. 
It could be argued that within this favourable environment, trade unions feel that they 
have the right and opportunity to make suggestions on how relationships could be 
improved (also because management are more open to it). The staff side chair 
highlighted one such situation where a Full Time Officer (FTO) from Unison challenged 
management on how the management staff forum was run. 
"Earlier this year we discussed about how to improve the MSF and this was partly 

because the Unison FTO sat in on an MSF and commented and made some 

observations for improvements - as chair I am not happy with the way it runs but I 

have not got time to make it run any better" (SS chair ReM). 

In the past there was recognition that the trade unions existed, however that said there 
had been a change in approach in the way they worked together it was not apparent how 
it was different. In light of the preceding discussion, the main driver for partnership and 
improvements in relationship seems to be changing public policy. The following section 
will discuss further how relationships have developed and the activities the Trust has 
engaged in that have facilitated the changes discussed above, of which the review of the 
MSF was the main event identified by respondents. 
The MSF review group 
In 2001 there were discussions on how to make the Management Staff Forum (MSF) 
more effective and a working group was set up to consider how it could be improved. 
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Specifically, it was set up to make the forum more effective in delivering genuine staff 
involvement. As we saw above, the driver for this was that an FTO from one of the main 
unions attended one of the meetings, made some observations and suggested that 
something should be done to make the meetings more effective. The review group's role 
was to consider these problems and issues and report back their findings to the main 
forum. 
Many of the problems and issues highlighted were surrounding improving communication 
and raising the profile of the union as a partner and the role and function of the MSF. A 
number of interviewees perceived that a large number of staff are unaware of the 
existence of the forum and do not realise that they can raise issues. As the HR manager 
comments, she "doesn't know how many staff know about the MSF - from a perception 
point of view there are a large number of our staff who have no idea that management 
and trade unions sit down and talk around a table" (T2HR2). It was felt that not enough 
people were aware of the MSF and there were problems communicating with staff, which 
could even question the relevance of the forum. A typical comment was "I think it needs 
to be advertised more widely to general staff - I don't think people really understand what 
partnership working is" (T2T3). Indeed the employee questionnaire identified that the 
majority of staff did not know much about the MSF and could not therefore comment on 
its effectiveness. 
Once the issues had been debated, recommendations were proposed in an attempt to 
solve these issues. In order to improve the effectiveness of the staff side's contribution to 
the MSF, the group highlighted the need for early consultation. Staff side need adequate 
time off to both attend and prepare, the review also highlighted the need therefore for 
appropriate and timely information. This was to enable the staff side to play a 
constructive role at the forum and to allow meaningful discussion. In addition, it was 
agreed by most union representatives that the improvement of PC and email facilities for 
staff representatives would help communication and information circulation. 
The group and its discussions were not necessarily conducted in a formal manner but 
things moved forward quickly and improvements were made in terms of better 
communication links and closer co-operation between staff and management, so much 
so that discussion had not been continued. Therefore there had been no agreement on 
shared values and no formal statement of goals or targets had yet been put in place and 
the HR Director did not think that the Trust was at the stage of developing any informal 
arrangements. The implication was that she didn't think that the trade unions were ready. 
She thought that the union representatives were not prepared in terms of the approach 
felt necessary to work in partnership. The issues surrounding the staff side and their 
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readiness for working in partnership will be discussed further when considering union 
effectiveness and its impact on the development of a partnership approach. 
APPROACH TO PARTNERSHIP 
Previous discussion has highlighted that in this Trust, there seems to be an ad hoc 
approach to the development of partnership. Partnership is not driven from the top of the 
organisation, therefore, there is nothing being done to indicate the way forward 
"Partnership is not driven from the top therefore there is nothing being done to indicate a 
way forward" (T2T4). That is to say there is no clear direction or philosophy underlying 
their approach to partnership. This has resulted in a lack of strategic thinking and in the 
words of the staff side secretary there is "no one is getting a grasp on it" (T2T1). There is 
no one individual that has taken it on board, and it is not anyone's big mission to drive the 
partnership agenda. Although it has been stated many times that management want to 
work in partnership with the union and there have been informal discussions at the MSF, 
nothing has been formally debated. In the words of the HR Director, "as far as having 
anything formal in terms of a policy document - it has really just been verbaJ". Hence, the 
Trust has set up the means by which partnership can work but there is a feeling that they 
need to be more proactive, especially in intervening in departments where there were 
problems. In other words, the structures are there but there is not enough action. As one 
key figure on the staff side comments "it is not so much a question of structures, more 
breathing life into the structures and making them work" (T2T2). This quote refers to the 
need to avoid reinventing the wheel by setting up new structures. He felt that work 
needed to be done on developing what structures and relationships were already in 
place. One former union representation perceived that management only believed in 
working in partnership with other organisations, partnership with their staff or partnership 
with the unions' on specific issues. Management does not see a strong role for the trade 
unions within a partnership context; they believe in partnership in the widest sense. 
"Management does not see working with the unions as partnership - it is partnership with 
their staff not the union" (T2T4). 
Commitment to Partnership 
As the preceding discussion suggests, staff side hold reservations regarding the extent of 
management's commitment to partnership. Trade union representatives perceive that 
management can certainly say the right things, but it is still not clear whether this will be 
translated into action. The following excerpts from interviews illustrate this: 
"Partnership is just given lip service - they (management) are keeping just up 
appearances" (T2T2). 
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"They say look what we have done, they have got a nice policy but they are not 

actually sticking their necks out, putting their money in to make sure that the thing 

really can work" (T2T1). 

"On paper yes they are committed to partnership, but in reality I don't think they give it 
a priority, their priority is to reach targets - they are finance-led, they can't see the 
long term benefits" (T2T1). 
"One can expect little from the Trust if partnership is not being evaluated" (T2T4). 
'There is quite a lot of good will but this is as far as it has gone at the moment, there 

is still a lot to be done" (T2T1). 

While management might have stated it, as this quote from the HR Director emphasises, 
"we have verbally stated many times that we are committed to working as a partnership 
with the staff side" (T2H R 1) and staff side suggest that people in senior positions are "not 
hostile in principle to partnership" (T2T2) and "they seem to be making an effort" (T2T3), 
the findings also suggest that the Trust is only doing the bare minimum and providing 
limited investment, as they are interested only in reaching targets and getting the 
appropriate ticks in boxes. 
Risks of Implementation I Barriers to Partnership 
The above examination of the process followed to develop partnership has highlighted 
both what has worked well for the Trust but also what were some of the real and 
perceived barriers to the further development of such an approach. The following section 
will investigate most frequently cited barriers that are likely to have an impact on any 
progress made. The HR director felt that the main difficulty that the Trust would have to 
face would be the changing of the organisation's culture and individuals mindsets to 
permit partnership to happen. She explained that "there was nothing in reality that could 
stop it - except for the minds of the people that you are trying to influence" (T2HR1). 
A number of respondents felt that managers at the Trust were affected by a large number 
of competing demands and pressures from the huge NHS agenda, for example it was 
recognised that management are not against partnership in principle and acknowledged 
that the huge agenda was crippling and everyone was struggling to keep the service 
going. As the following quotes highlight: 
"I think there is a general feeling that we are all having to reaffy struggle just to keep 
the service going in the face of lack ofstaff, lack of equipment, lack of resources all 
round and unfortunately that often leads to lots of people under pressure" (T2T1). 
"I am sure they would like to work with us, but the reality is that there are enormous 
pressures, which often drive other things out of the window" (T2T2). 
"I have busy days and lots to deal with but to involve the unions is yet another thing to 
do. It is easily missed. Managers would not automatically remember to involve the 
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union; it is more a HR issue. I do try and meet regularly with the rep to avoid union 

involvement being dropped off the agenda" (T2M2). 

Lack of widespread I Universal support for a partnership approach 
It was the perception of some of the respondents that there was a lack of universal 
support for working in partnership with the trade unions. It is suggested that HR and 
senior managers (especially those that have regular contact with union representatives) 
were more supportive and understanding of working with trade unions, but the further 
down the hierarchy that one travels the more suspicion would be evident. 
'Those in HR and senior management tend to be reasonable but as you go down the 
scale managers tend to see the unions as an intrusion so in order to go forward we 
need to have education of our managers as you come down the line as to how useful 
and beneficial the unions can be and that we are just not there to cause problems ­
unions are a necessary part of NHS life and they should take us on board in the fuJI 
spirit ofpartnership" (SS chair ReM). 
It could be argued that HR has the most knowledge and commitment, as the above quote 
from a senior service manager illustrates, working with trade unions is seen as a HR 
issue - therefore providing managers with an excuse to ignore the union. In addition, it 
was felt that the middle and line managers would be where most of the resistance was 
likely to be found. The suggested antecedents of this situation could be a lack of 
awareness and knowledge about what partnership is and the role of the trade union. This 
view can be illustrated by the following: 
"I don't think staff themselves necessarily understand what their TU reps do -I don't 
think their line managers understand what the reps do and although the senior 
managers may understand through the MSF there is a big gap in the middle" 
(T2FGR2). 
"I think it is the middle tier and when you look at the first line managers" (T2FGR1). 
It is also at the grass roots level partnership that needs to be developed as there was no 
widespread awareness. One respondent observed; 
"Grassroots partnership needs to be brought in - it needs to be understood by al/ 
staff, it needs to be more widely known" (T2FGR2). 
Staff side felt that a better understanding from everyone of the importance of the union 
and their role within the organisation was needed. In order to do this, they need to raise 
the profile of partnership and the relationship between management and the union, 
throughout the organisation, with staff and managers alike. It appears that a wider 
culture change is needed to develop an environment where everyone is working together 
and supporting each other. It was also perceived that the lower and middle managers 
have a bad perception of union and that the Trust needed to educate them. The following 
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further excerpts from the focus group illustrate the level of agreement among the other 
participants on the issues at work: 
"I find it difficult when I am off to the MSF - all they can see is that you are 

disappearing out ofyour work role to go to do something else that is not related to 

your role" (T2FGR2). 

"I think a lot of the problem is that we are not funded for our absence and there are no 
replacements for us" (T2FGR3). 
"People don't understand - people don't realise that you are working in your own 

time" (T2FGR4). 

"Let's face it they only want you when they are in trouble" (T2FGR3). 
"We are not very good at educating our colleagues" (T2FGR1). 
As we saw above some senior managers who are heavily involved with trade union 
representatives express misgivings about co-operating with trade unions. Mistrust and 
suspicion could provide some explanation of why managers are reluctant to involve trade 
unions more. The following comments from managers illustrate this view: 
"There is always that underlying fear that you don't know what the union is going to 

come up with in a formal meeting - with some things you can give an inch and they 

can take a mile" (T2M2). 

"I think that the union needs to give the manager guidance on what we should be 
consulting them on and what we should involve them in. At times they can be unduly 
critical" (T2M2). 
Union Effectiveness 
As with the other case study Trusts, the capability of the unions to contribute to the 
relationship is being questioned. There was a realisation from both management and 
unions that something needs to be done about improving the effectiveness of the trade 
unions. Staff-side pOint out that although there is an acknowledgement from 
management of the difficulties and constraints that the trade unions are under, they feel 
that recognition is as far as it goes. As one key union representative comments, "how can 
you have real representative partnership working if one side of that partnership is just 
unable to function" (staff-side secretary). There were several problems that were 
highlighted as particular issues for the staff side that were constraining their contribution 
as partners in the relationship. These included a lack of representatives and the skills, 
time and other resources. 
The lack of sufficient number of union representatives and how this stretched them which 
in turn was having a negative effect on progress was recognised by a number of 
respondents from all sides. 
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"There aren't enough reps - we do struggle to arrange meetings - they have a job to 

do and they also have to support the union function, so sometimes that is quite an 

obstacle in trying to move things forward" (T2HR2). 

"Very often the wheels grind very slowly just because there is a limited number of folk 
and they are all employed within the trust in their normal jobs - although we aI/ocate 
some time to them for union stuff it is never enough" (T2HR1). 
"There are communication problems but it is having the time to do it - there are not 

enough representatives, it is always the same old faces" (T2T2). 

"Relationships between management and unions are dependent on the commitment 

and time available to the staff reps themselves so that can be quite an issue - there 

are usually not many activists, it rests on one or two shoulders who do most of the 

donkey work and are volunteers" (T2M1). 

The above could explain why there is a poor range of union representatives at joint 
meetings, this was a concern expressed by a number of respondents. Although there 
was good attendance at meetings of management side, it seemed that the staff side were 
having problems with attendance and ensuring full representation. Some of the trade 
unions such as those who represent the Professions allied to Medicine (PAMs) tended 
not to come to the meetings, which means that there are pockets of staff that are not 
represented. The HR manager argued that "they know they are entitled to come and 
should be there" (T2HR2). It was suggested that the problems might be around 
workload. 
The HR Director felt that both sides contributed effectively to the meetings and "there are 
issues that both bring forward" (T2HR1). Despite this, the senior HR manager "couldn't 
say that it was an equal contribution, some of the union members don't talk - but I 
definitely think there is input from both sides and some items are raised as staff items" 
(T2HR2). However, there is a variation in the ability of union representatives and a 
perceived lack of skills and experience that according to HR is one factor that is affecting 
the development of a more partnership approach. Specifically, it is the union's 
representatives not having the ability to negotiate, discuss issues and to get out of the 
interaction what they want. It was argued that because of this in the past it had been very 
easy for management to get their 'own way'. The HR Director acknowledged that, "In the 
past I think it has been very easy for management to ride rough shod over people - so 
the management side have always had the upper hand from the point of view" (T2HR1). 
The Trust recognises the importance to try and develop staff side, to give them the 
appropriate skills as the following quotes suggest: 
"It helps management to function on a level playing field with the people that they are 
trying to deal with" (T2HR1). 
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"Management know that for staff side to be able to work in true partnership with 
management then they need to be effective and if it is going to be effective 
management will need to finance and support them sufficiently" (T2T4). 
In addition, it is acknowledged that for the staff-side to be more effective they need to get 
better organised, keep in touch more often and spend more time together. "We don't 
communicate as a staff side - we very much work as individuals and then wonder why our 
colleagues don't like what we have agreed" (T2T1). The only time that the staff-side are 
together at the moment is at their pre-meet before the main Management Staff forum and 
that is not enough time to be able to develop a more coherent union response to issues. 
As the staff side chair commented, "I think more contact with one another; will help us to 
be a more cohesive staff-side". It was recognised that the union representatives need to 
work more as a team to show a more solid front to management as it was felt that "as it 
was impossible for staff side to get together as a side then management can score points 
by all reps contributing separately and not being aware of what other are doing or saying" 
(T2T3). A lack of coherent approach was seen to be working in management's favour and 
it would be necessary to capture the collective power of the union representatives as a 
staff side. 
I n order to be more constructive they need to bring more knowledge to the table and have 
developed opinions. However, there is a lack of enthusiasm for the job and it is hard to 
recruit more much needed representatives. Many representatives are still fearful of 
'sticking their necks out', because of the perception of management's attitude to the 
unions (T2T1). 
There is facilities time given to the unions under the Trust policy but in reality because of 
the nature of the work that the representatives do it is difficult to get released and there is 
still the problem of who pays for this. It appears that a central fund is needed to support 
trade union activities, as well as a full time representative, because at the moment 
individual departments have to cover this through their departmental budgets. At the time 
of the research, the union (FTO) was in discussions to secure the central fund needed to 
kick-start the process, but nothing had yet been agreed. "Funding is something that is 
now being pursued and our full time organiser is pursuing this with Trust management, 
getting arrangements like this into action" (T2T1). One manager felt that H R needed to 
be more up-front with funding unions' roles and that HR could show their commitment to 
the union and the importance of their role by helping to increase the number of 
representatives: 
"HR managers need to show more commitment to the union and increase the number 
of representatives. At the moment the particular Directorate needs to pay for their 
own representatives - the NHS needs to be upfront with funding these roles and I 
would like to see more of them" (T2M3). 
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The HR Director recognises that in order for the unions to be an effective staff side there 
needs to be full time representation from both Unison and the RCN in order to get issues 
moved forward. At least this would appear to be something that the Trust wants to work 
towards. The need for full-time representation was highlighted when the Trust was going 
through lots of management change recently 
5.14) SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS 
All the respondents agree that it will be about changing the culture of the organisation. 
The process of developing partnership demands resources and is dependent on support 
being given to the service, active union representation on the various bodies, a more 
proactive approach to partnership, and deeper staff involvement. As the staff-side 
secretary comments, "I don't see partnership developing very much unless we do 
something in terms of support and resources" or it is going to grind to a halt. 
Management agrees that there has been a recognition that partnership working is needed 
but it was felt that it was difficult to assess how the Trust is doing with this because it is so 
subjective - "if we think we are doing it then we probably are" (HR). However, according 
to the staff-side chair evaluation of the process, this was not happening "in any way, 
shape or form - which is as much the fault of the staff-side as management". She felt 
that someone needed to evaluate what is being done at the moment, decide where the 
Trust wants to be and what improvements they want to see and then compare the two. 
There needs to be effort to overcome constraints to reach the full potential of partnership 
relationships. To "take whatever steps are necessary towards real deeper staff 
involvement, more people involved and the resources and training to be able to do it". As 
far as the staff-side secretary is concerned, it is about "getting more active representation 
or the opportunity for staff to be more actively represented in the different bodies that 
exist and setting up new ones if there is an identifiable need". He felt that "more active 
representation in that would definitely lead to more proactive partnership". It has also 
been recognised that there needs to be clear understanding of what partnership means. 
As we have seen, there was quite a lot of agreement about what partnership means in 
theory. 
During the preliminary research, Trust two was described as a good performing Trust that 
made early progress on government initiatives and had mature employee relations. 
Relationships have always been good but there was evidence of little activity in terms of 
developing a specific partnership approach. There was no formal process to developing 
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a partnership approach and it was difficult to identify any specific steps that the Trust had 
taken. Despite evidence of improvements there is no one driving the changes. Full trade 
union involvement was thought to be difficult as there was a lack of a coherent union 
organisation and problems with representation. 
Well-developed communication mechanisms were in place but these were still dependent 
on individual managers to implement them. The staff questionnaire will gain views on 
communication within the Trust and will consider how effective managers are at involving 
employees. 
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Chapter 5 - Part 3 

5.15) BACKGROUND - TRUST THREE 

Trust three provides acute health care services for over 300,000 people and offers a 
comprehensive range of general medical and surgical services. The hospital has 532 
beds and employs 2500 staff. It was awarded the three star rating through the NHS 
Performance Ratings system in 2001 and therefore was one of the highest performing 
Trusts in the country. However, it should be noted that when these targets were made 
stricter in the following year, the Trust dropped to a two star rating, thus losing some of 
the freedoms they had gained. This pattern continues and the Trust is currently at a two 
star rating (DoH, 2004). 
While the above suggests that Trust Three is a successful and progressive organisation, 
it has not been without its problems. The Trust acknowledged that the hospital prior to 
the appointment of a new chief executive in 1998 had a problem with its reputation. As a 
result the Trust launched a campaign called 'Building Pride in the XX', the purpose of 
which was to improve the image of the hospital in the eyes of the staff and the 
community. The document was developed through conSUltation and communicated to all 
stakeholders of the Trust through road-shows and open forums to gain feedback. 
However, to what extent has this been successful? The following exploration of how the 
Trust is developing relationships can be used to evaluate whether this campaign has 
been a success. 
This chapter considers the degree to which the climate within Trust three has been 
improved and to what extent these changes have contributed to the adoption of 
partnership. 
5.16) THE STATE OF EMPLOYEE RELATIONS 
The literature suggests that a favourable employee relations climate will make it easier to 
develop partnership as relationships are starting from a reasonable basis. The general 
feeling from HR in Trust three is that they firmly believe that relationships are based on 
respect and honesty, and so it is important for the Trust that the current levels of trust and 
mutual support are maintained: 
"We work together really well and I think it has been established over a number of 
years, there are quite long standing people in personnel" (T3HR1). 
"Generally speaking the relationships are reasonable and we have, touch wood, a 
good track record with regards employee relations - we work very closely with the 
union" (T3HR2). 
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On the staff side, there was general agreement that relationships are good and that there 
is mutual respect and a genuine effort to work together. However, as can be seen from a 
comparison of views on the state of the employee relations climate, the unions still 
believe that mistrust is an issue: 
"While we have teething problems, on the whole relations are very good, otherwise 
we would still have a negotiating committee, where we would be at it like hammer and 
tong" (T3T1). 
"Relationships are good - there is mutual respect - and some effort to try and get on, 
but I don't think we have reached a point at the moment, where we are working 
together - they don't trust us completely" (T3T2). 
"Some of the time the relationship is okay, until money is discussed and in those 
situations management are not always up front" (T3FGR3). 
Whilst efforts were being made to develop a partnership relationship based on 
collaboration in Trust three, respondents from HR were generally more positive about 
these relationships. In comparison, trade union representatives (TU) more likely to 
perceive management's style to be co-operative in dealing with them, although they 
recognised that management's intension was to develop relationships: 
'There are differences, but we tend to be able to resolve them very amicably and we 
tend to be very honest with each other because we both understand each other's 
perspective" (T3HR1). 
"It does not feel very collaborative at the moment but I know that management would 
like it to be" (T3T1). 
Despite having highlighted some reservations from local representatives, both Unison 
and RCN full time officials perceived that the Trust has embraced partnership, and the 
unions are invited to be involved in discussions without having to ask. The Full Time 
Officer from Unison felt that this Trust was a good example of a Trust that was committed 
to developing a better relationship with the unions. This was despite having some 
previous difficulties with non-accommodating people on the union side who were not 
prepared to work with management to reach a compromise, and in the past this negative 
approach had slowed progress in developing relationships. While comments suggest 
that employee relations have never been poor, several management respondents felt that 
the climate had changed for the better in recent years through the hard work of both HR 
and the trade union representatives. 
"The employee relations climate has certainly changed over recent years and it has 
changed for the better" (T3M3). 
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"Most of the relationship has been developed through the personnel department, it 

has been headed up from there and I think there is a very good working relationship 

between the Personnel department and our TU reps - it is quite noticeable" (T3M2) 

5.17) WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD BY PARTNERSHIP? 
The literature suggests that what is understood by partnership and the interpretations 
held by the parties involved (Ackers and Payne, 1998; Guest and Peccei, 1998; 2001) will 
have an impact on the development of the relationship and progress towards partnership 
(Cooney, 2002). Within Trust three, the need for reaching a common understanding 
between both sides was a recurrent theme. There appears to be general agreement from 
all sides on what constitutes partnership, whether from a trade union representative or 
managerial perspective. In general, partnership was perceived as greater collaboration 
to solve common problems in the interest of staff and the organisation, or "Working 
together in the interest of staff" (T3FGR2). This was borne out in the following comments 
from a range of different respondents across HR, trade union and management positions: 
(i) HR perspectives: "Working together, working in harmony - to make things happen 
- true partnership is where both sides can agree to disagree in a nice way" (T3HR1). 
"It is about collaboration - working together for joint ends, for the good of staff' 
(T3HR2). 
(ii) Trade Union perspectives: "It is about forming working groups, to sit down and 

discuss issues and problems" (T3T1). 

"It is about collaboration - a joint venture" (T3T2). 
(iii) Management perspectives: "Working together to achieve a common goal; a win­
win situation - it is about as a manager wanting the best for your staff and the best for 
the organisation" (T3M2). 
"80th parties are working to a common interest - we have to remember that there is a 
patient at the centre of things but equally that staff needs have to be recognised" 
(T3M3). 
"Partnership means working together, but more than that, it means sharing 
responsibility - it is about taking responsibility for joint decisions reached on behalf of 
the organisation" (T3M4). 
The key players from both HR and the trade unions also discussed partnership in terms 
of the elements that they felt were critical components for its successful operation. In 
particular, the elements identified by inteNiewees were trust, respect and honesty and 
empowerment that could be used to highlight the nature of a partnership relationship: 
"It is actually about having a mature relationship - developing long term relationships 
- it is about mutual respect" (T3HR1). 
"It is very much built on trust" (T3HR2). 
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"It is about building confidence, empowering and building trust" (T3T1). 
"It's like a marriage isn't it, a marriage works because you trust one another, because 

you talk to one another - it needs both sides to be up front and not try and hide things 

from each other, to be able to sit down together and be honest and truthful about the 

role that we are playing" (T3T2). 

The preceding sections have provided some understanding of what the parties perceive 

partnership to involve finding general agreement that it involves a mature employment 

relationship where trust and respect for each other and their respective roles is vital. The 

following section considers the extent to which there has been an observable shift from 

an adversarial and confrontational relationship to one based on cooperation and the 

search for compromise and common ground. In addition, the extent to which these 

changes signify a new and distinctive approach to the way employee relations are 

managed at Trust Three are examined. 

5.18) ARE CONDITIONS DIFFERENT UNDER PARTNERSHIP? 

In order to examine the usefulness of partnership as an approach to employee relations, 

there is a need to question to what extent it is a new and valid approach. The following 

sections consider these differences in comparison to earlier approaches and evaluate 

what has been achieved (positive / negative outcomes). Initially, the changes in the 

political climate are considered, followed by changes in union approach and the extent of 

increased information sharing and widening scope of consultation. 

General Background I Changing Political Climate 

Respondents identified changes in the employee relations climate and how it can evolve 

and move between conflict and co-operation. The findings signal the development over 

time and illustrate the oscillations in a relationship between cooperation and conflict, 

driven in part by changes in the political climate. As the following quote from the assistant 

HR Director illustrates, the current thinking is based on partnership between all NHS 

organisations, but this has certainly not always been the case. 

"In the 70s and 80s there was very much sort of 'them and us' with regard to how we 
interacted with the unions - the 80s and 90s there were also unpleasant strikes - in 
fact many people left the unions at that time because they were so disaffected with 
how the unions encouraged them to behave - the Health service has done a 
complete about change - in the early 90s really we were in competition with other 
Trusts - well now that is not the philosophy anymore we are back to collaboration ­
we are encouraged to work alongside colleagues to develop new ways of working 
the NHS is a partnership as a whole - staff and managers work alongside each other 
for the greater good" (T3HR2). 
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Partnership involves a change in approach away from confrontation and militancy toward 
more collaboration. It was recognised that this was not only in terms of the environment 
but it was also reflected in the way that the parties worked together. Interviewees 
described an environment that was less threatening and where there was more openness 
and listening to each other. 
"What with new labour it has evolved - it is much more about listening to people - in 
principle and working together rather than militancy" (T3HR2). 
"I think it is much more of a balance, much more, you don't hear people threatening­
I can remember when people threatened with the unions - that is not a culture that 
has been around in the last 10 years" (T3M2). 
"ER has always been generally pretty good but I think there is probably a more open 
climate now, it feels more open than it was 5 or 6 years ago but there is very little 
history of hostility from either angle" (T3M5). 
The assistant HR Director also acknowledged that not only is the political climate 
favourable, the improved climate could also be explained by the fact that there had been 
nothing to test the relationship. 
"Over the last 5/6 years it has been different because actually we haven't had to 
impose any difficult working circumstances on our staff, the time when management 
and unions tend to fall out - these tensions and then there is not so much partnership 
working - it is just that it has not been tested because there has been nothing around 
to test it" (T3HR2). 
The following views suggest that increases in co-operation and Improvements in 
relationships were pre-dated the current partnership initiative: 
"Not as much as we would have liked but certainly some moves where people felt yes 
well the unions and management are working together for the benefit of everyone" 
(T3HR1). 
"I would like to think locally we have a partnership that we are working together for a 
common aim - various groups have been formed within the organisation like the SI 
group - considering improving working lives - so issues like that are not being taken 
by management they are taken by a SI group - those ideas are fed back to 
management for them to implement so there is a subtle change like that" (T3M4). 
"I would say that it is more natural progression, we have a/ways worked very closely 
with the unions - there are some organisations that do not have good ER - it is 
difficult to say anything tangible really we both have a commitment to work well 
together and we do - something that we already did, it did not amount to a sea 
change" (T3HR2). 
The above quotes from both management and HR suggest good relationships with the 
unions have developed over time and therefore it is difficult to identify significant changes 
that signify a complete change towards a partnership approach. This could explain why 
, i' " 
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a number of the interviewees perceived that partnership was nothing new and it was just 
about formalising something that was already being practiced at the Trust. Despite this it 
was implied that partnership was seen as something more than simply good employee 
relations. 
Change of Union Approach 
If partnership is to be seen as a significant shift in the way employee relations is 
managed then a change in approach and style of the parties is to be expected. As the 
staff side chair explains, 'There has been a mellowing of both management and unions, I 
can't say more understanding because I think that is yet to be bridged - we have got to 
cross, certainly there is not so much intolerance of each other" (T3T1). There was 
widespread agreement that there had been a change in trade union approach in recent 
years. 
The old approach was "very acrimonious and there would be thumping on tables - if you 
do not do as I say then I am going to take you to ET, that sort of thing" (T3HR2). 
"It was tough talking then - it used to be thumping the desk now it is more gentle - we 
would rather talk on a more professional basis - we are on an equal basis - I don't 
believe in strikes, there are much more effective ways" (T3T1). 
As well as acknowledging a change in union approach and style, the above interviewee 
suggested that the old ways of thumping on tables, going out on strike and threatening 
were not effective in reaching trade union objectives; thus providing some indication of 
trade union motives for getting involved in partnership. There has also been the 
recognition from HR that it was a better way to approach their relationship with trade 
unions, as the following quote illustrates: 
"It is an evolving process - the partnership thing is relatively new but we have been 
working well with the unions for at least the last 5 years - I feel we were working with 
them rather than against them" (T3HR2). 
In addition, management respondents had recognised a change in approach in that local 
reps in particular were more proactive in suggesting changes and improvements and 
more aware of the wider or national issues. Typical comments included: 
"I find that the professional body is using the local reps to achieve their ends more 
than going through the national pay structure - using their local reps more then they 
ever used to - it depends on how proactive the local rep is" (T3M4). 
"They (the unions) tend be picking up on more national issues as opposed to local 
issues - so there are those coming in saying well it has been done at those hospitals 
why can't we do it here so there is an element of 'leap frogging' coming in" (T3M3). 
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Increased Information Sharing and Widening Scope of Consultation 
Several management and trade union respondents also observed that there had been an 
increase in information because of the size of the national agenda and the amount of 
information needing to be shared between management and the unions. The trade union 
respondent perceived that management had no alternative but to share certain 
information with the trade unions because they were told that they had to by the 
government. 
"They are bringing more things to the table but I think that is because of the direction 
of the government - there are national topics, items that they have to perform against 
so they have to ensure that there is appropriate consultation, so I think it is a very 
much government led process in some ways" (T3T2). 
'There is undoubtedly more information, partly to do with the fact that the means of 
communication is now so much simpler, so rather than things going through endless 
channels there is much more that now goes directly to all staff through email therefore 
I think people are generally better informed than they used to be" (T3M5) . 
However, the trade union respondents in particular expressed concern regarding the 
quality of the information that is shared. Essentially, they were questioning whether 
management was being a little too selective in what they chose to share with the trade 
unions and to what extent this information was indeed useful. The following are excerpts 
from several interviews with key staff side representatives demonstrate their reservations 
and to a certain extent imply some level of cynicism. 
"Not a lot of information is shared with us, only what they want us to know - well that 
was in the past hopefully - because the information we receive is limited it doesn't 
give us the opportunity to move forward with anything - I think they scrutinise the 
information before it is filtered down" (T3T1). 
"They choose what they like to discuss with us" (T3FGR2). 
"Yes we are sharing more information and I would say yes and it is useless 

information thank you" (T3T2). 

Joint Policy Development 
HR and management respondents reflected on an increase in joint working between 
management and trade unions and this was perceived to have developed relationships 
and was an example of where the parties worked in partnership: 
''There has been an increase in joint work, for example, the Bullying and Harassment 
was one event when the unions were involved - the FTO actually did a talk at the 
training session" (T3M1) (ceo). 
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"One thing that has been very good is that we have worked with the union on a 
number of policies but specifically on bullying and harassment which is something 
that has been a growing concern across the organisation - we have done training and 
the training has been delivered by a union representative, a key national union figure 
and we have worked together with her in terms of the policy and how it is going to be 
rolled out so it is actually quite a close working relationship" (T3HR 1). 
"It is about joint working, we have developed a policy on bullying and harassment - it 
was one area where we felt we wanted to work very much with the union - we wanted 
some mutual acceptance on how we take this forward and certainly Unison has 
worked very closely with us on that sort of policy - it is about working together on 
policies rather than us writing a policy and saying what do you think and then them 
(the unions) saying we think its rubbish - we are actually working with them at the 
drawing board stage to get the policy right" (T3HR2). 
Unions are involved at all stages in the policy development, in drawing up the policy and 
in delivery of the training. The assistant HR Director explained their motives and it was 
suggested that union involvement was thought necessary to get the policy right, to use 
the skills and knowledge of trade unions in developing the policy and in improving the 
process in making it more efficient. In addition, it was perceived as a way of gaining 
acceptance, to ensure that the unions would agree the policy and to show staff that the 
trade unions had been involved, thus providing the policy with some legitimacy. 
5.19) WHAT HAS PARTNERSHIP ACHIEVED? 
Another way to assess how Significant partnership is in terms of a change in the way 
employment relationships are managed is to assess whether partnership has achieved 
anything in terms of outcomes. The preceding discussion suggested that there had been 
improvements in relationships and that there was evidence of increased cooperation. 
The HR respondents in particular cited examples of instances where there had been 
good collaboration between management and trade unions. 
"We also started along with Unison a thing called 'Return to Learn' - so they half fund 
it and we half fund it, so that is good collaboration" (T3HR2) 
"If there is a local rep that is new and finding their feet we have been able to say to 
the FTO is there anything we can do together to help them to contribute more - so we 
have actually worked jointly on that because we are professionals - we know we 
have to work together" (T3HR1). 
"The unions are very supportive and every time we report financial difficulties, the 

unions say well it is not your fault, it is not bad management of the finances, it is 

under-funding from the government" (T3HR2). 

It could be argued that one of the main outcomes of a partnership approach would be 
improvements among the key players that work closely together on a frequent basis. The 
findings suggest that management and HR are the main respondents in this Trust to see 
the benefits of partnership. 
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"They (management and trade unions) would meet on a fairly regular basis to 
highlight problems that may arise, that haven't even risen, so to look at how to resolve 
them before they happened, so that is probably the foundations for the relationship" 
(T3M2). 
"You don't achieve anything when you have an adversarial situation, nobody wins­
we have to develop long term relationships with our colleagues in the unions and staff 
side and they have got to develop long term relationships with us - it is a mutual thing 
- it means we can move things forward smoothly, hopefully it will mean that we don't 
get into difficulties" (T3 H R 1 ). 
"It makes life easier - long may it last - working in the health service is not easy, 

anything we can do to make it easier the better" (T3H R2). 

"It makes life so much nicer and easier for starters - so if you can keep people 

informed and you work together it has got to be better" (T3M2). 

It is the perception of respondents that working in partnership makes life easier and 
improves the work environment. Several interviewees suggested that issues were 
resolved before they become problems because both sides feel they can bring these 
forward. In particular, benefits were recognised when comparing the situation against 
their experiences under a more adversarial approach. 
5.20) THE PROCESS OF PARTNERSHIP: Relationship Development 
The following sections will describe the process that the Trust has been through and the 
activities that have been engaged in to develop partnership relationships. Initially, the 
section will consider the drivers or catalysts in order to understand how partnership 
started. The preceding sections will explore how partnership was implemented and the 
barriers to its development. 
Drivers 
In order to understand partnership and assess its significance it has been important to 
consider what factors have lead to the changes to a more partnership approach. The 
data from Trust three identifies two main drivers that have led to the development of 
partnership and improvement in employee relations. These were changing government 
policy and changes in senior personnel at the Trust. 
Changing Government Policy 
As expected government policy was perceived as a prominent driver for change. As we 
saw above, respondents who had worked in the health service for a long time were aware 
of the sweeping changes and swings in approach that have characterised the 
employment relationship and the employee relations climate. 
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It was recognised by both HR and union respondents that in many ways it was very much 
a government led process and it was intimated that management had little choice but to 
develop along partnership lines. However, what the following quotes also suggest is that 
the Trust was already working in partnership and it was therefore just a matter of 
formalising the relationship that was already working well and simply to work on 
improving it further. 
"It was a requirement from the government - from the centre to be honest - it had just 
evolved over time, the relationship - it was not a question of re-visiting but reviewing 
where we were and what needed to be done - we did review the recognition 
agreement just to make sure it was still reasonable and up to date but the philosophy 
that was there originally hasn't really changed" (T3 HR1). 
"This was a government initiative so you really don't have the option to say no - so 

we have to go in line with government policy, the government funds us but it is a lot 

easier to do if you actually feel you are happy with the decision - so we thought lets 

sign up to that one because we can do it - make sure we agree with all the finer 

points but we assured in our minds that we already undertake partnership working ­
so partnership working is something that was already underway" (T3HR2). 

"There are national topics, items that they have to perform against so they have to 
ensure that there is appropriate consultation, so I think it is a very much government 
led process in some ways" (T3T2). 
"I don't see partnership as anything new, all it was, was a public recognition of what 
we have always done - we did not wake up one day and suddenly think, things are 
really bad here, the government wants us to develop partnership working, I think we 
should do this" (T3HR2). 
On the contrary as well as the findings highlighting the significance of government policy, 
a quote from the assistant HR Director suggested that improvements in relationships pre­
dated 1997 and the Blair government and would support the finding that relationships 
evolve incrementally instead of partnership amounting to a sudden change. 
'This government is not fundamentally different from the last - a lot of the things that 
the Tory's introduced have stayed and I think if Tony Blair went tomorrow and we had 
a Tory government - nothing would change, we have to remember that it is still the 
same civil servants running the place you can't do 180 degrees overnight" (T3HR2). 
It is interesting that the above interviewee perceived the state of affairs as being relatively 
stable. It was acknowledged that the development of relationships has pre-dated 
government intervention despite this it was welcomed as an opportunity to review the 
state of relationships by using policy as benchmarks against which to assess whether 
relationships at the Trust compare favourably with the approach being advocated by the 
NHS. 
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The union side argue that while there have been improvements in relationships (such as 
increased union involvement and influence) they were not convinced that the good 
relationships that they enjoyed could be classified as partnership. Despite this, 
management are more positive that there is partnership and there always has been. For 
example the HR Director argued: 
"There is true partnership working - we al/ tend to agree on what needs to happen ­
that is the way it needs to move but perhaps it can't move quite as quickly as the staff 

side might want" (T3HR1). 

These mixed views could demonstrate the differing views and interpretations of what 
partnership means in reality. In addition, it could indicate that actually this Trust is in the 
early stages of the process as the following interview excerpts suggest: 
"I think it is in a transitionary period at the moment - this is al/ down to the 

development process ofpartnership - it is an uphill process, it is neither one nor the 

other - we have achieved a lot getting to here to be honest - I think it is collaborative 

I hope that this is reCiprocated" (T3T1). 

"I don't think there is a lot of it (partnership) going on" (T3T2). 
"It is very much part of the terminology that we would like to work in partnership but 
the issues and implications have not been formally debated" (T3T2) 
The above quotes suggest that partnership is perhaps only perceived in a change of 
language rather than in reality. 
Changes in Key Personnel. 
The following section draws attention to the influential role that the chief executive has 
played in facilitating improvements in the climate at the Trust. The findings also 
suggested that the impact of key individuals could not be underestimated and a number 
of respondents perceived that those in HR and the new CEO has had an impact on 
building a open culture at the Trust where partnership has a chance to develop. 
"You could argue that the climate has changed over the last three years when we had a 
new chief executive come into post - he has this open house sort of a policy, the 
encouragement and visibility, encouraging people to actually speak with him" (T3M3) 
"I think he (ceo) is infectious, so I think he has made other people walk the walk really, 
not made them but he has led it and he has made you think that it is the best way to do it 
- so I would be surprised if there were many people who talked the talk and not walked 
the walk" (T3M4). 
"It has certainly changed over the recent years and it has changed for the better- I think 
there are good relations here - I think our chief executive demonstrates and promotes an 
open and honest culture - I think to give the credit to him really I think he leads like that­
I remember when it was quite hairy here because I have been here a long time but it is 
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very different - these elements in place that in itself helps staff relationships - they have 
taken staff views on board and they have changed things" (T3M2) 
"It does help when you have a chief exec. and a board who are interested in staff and 
staff morale - not just interested in the performance of the hospita/- genuinely interested 
about how staff feel and how the culture of the organisation is - if you have got that from 
the top it will inevitably flow down - it makes my job so much easier because I know I 
have the full support ofthe chief exec and the board" (T3HR1). 
Management respondents acknowledged the strong leadership that the chief executive 
had shown since coming into post. Comments suggest that he has been influential in 
shaping the behaviour of his managers through demonstrating the advantages of working 
openly and honestly and is genuinely supportive of staff in the organisation and has 
driven changes to the environment at the Trust. The findings reveal the importance of 
individual personalities and the positive effect that the enthusiasm of these individuals 
can have in pushing through necessary changes. 
The Role of HR 
The following quote from the staff side secretary and a senior management respondent 
recognised the role that personnel had. Specifically, the staff side secretary highlights 
the significant moves made by the new HR Director in reviewing and improving existing 
relationships and structures at the Trust. 
"I think they are ready for it - I think it will be very good when we move forward, I think 
the scope is there - the HR Director is very fair and she is very very professional, so I 
think we could move quite significantly with her" (T3T2). 
"Most of the relationship has been developed through the personnel department, it 

has been headed up from there and I think there is a very good working relationship 

between the personnel department and our TU reps - it is quite noticeable" (T3M2). 

The above quote illustrates that staff side have confidence in HR and it is perceived that 
the Trust was in a good position to move forward because of the approach taken in 
particular by the new HR Director. The commitment of individuals in key positions will be 
discussed further. In particular, senior management commitment and support was 
recognised as a key facilitator to the approach at the Trust. The following views are 
drawn from HR and Trade Union perspectives and provide further evidence of the 
strength of the commitment of these key individuals: 
"We are very committed - we are 100% committed to working with a/l our staff and 

making sure that we try and do the best for them" (T3H R 1). 

"We are completely committed throughout the organisation, our chief executive and 

the Director of HR, the general managers - there is huge commitment" (T3HR2). 

"I have 100% confidence in the Chief Executive, and there is not anyone that I can 

think of that would do a better job than he does" (T3T2) 
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"It is all about the amount of time that the chief executive and the HR Director give up 
that actually gives you the confidence -- that they are committed to it, you know they 
want to make it happen" (T3T1). 
Trust 
The following quotes put great emphasis on the quality of relationships and highlight the 
importance of trust in their development: 
"Everyone trusts them (ladies in personnel) you know, and so you do have confidence 
in them" (T3T2). 
"It is very much based on individuals - people have always got to develop 

relationships, because it is only when you develop the relationship that you know if 

one is trustworthy or not" (T3M3). 

"If we don't trust each other there is no point in forming any sort ofpartnership - it is 
the trust element and if it breaks down there isn't another way, you have got to learn 
to trust each other" (T3T1). 
"If we had reneged on a deal that would cause problems, it is very much built on trust 
- if I betrayed a confidence then that would set back employee relations by 10 years" 
(T3HR2). 
Whilst trust was recognised as crucial there were mixed results on the extent to which 
trust exists. Both these trade union respondents drew attention to suspicion from both 
sides based on past experience. It was the perception that this was a result of a lack of 
change in the attitudes towards trade unions. 
"We don't trust them and this is because of past experience, nothing is being done to 
demonstrate good will, we need to keep bothering them to do things when it is 
management that need to be more active and proactive" (T3FGR2). 
"I am not sure that at present time everybody is upfront about things, and until we both 
learn to do that and not trying to hide things from each other, while at the moment I feel 
management do to some extent, they don't trust us completely -I don't think they 
always hear what I say and they are a bit suspicious - you know what does she want 
and why isn't she banging on the table, it is the old view of unions again" (T3T1). 
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Figure 5.3: Overview of Partnership Process (Trust Three) 
I DRIVERS I c=) I INITIAL STEPS I 
National pressures: 
• 	 Influx of government 
funding for staff 
involvement and 
improving working lives 
initiatives. 
• 	 Government 
requirement to develop 
staff involvement. 
• 	 Trade unions under 
pressure to change their 
approach from 
confrontation to co­
operation with 
employers. (TU 
recognition of need) f-+ 
Local Pressures: 
• 	 Support from Trust 
Board who are 
committed to doing the 
best for their staff. 
• 	 New Chief Executive 
wanting to develop an 
open and blame-free 
culture. 
• 	 New HR Director 
committed to working 
with staff and their union r--. 
representatives. 
Revamp / re-Iaunch of 
Staff Involvement 
Group. 
Decision to develop a 
partnership approach to 
take staff involvement 
forward. 
1 

Policy Statement on 
Staff Involvement. 
(Shared Values) 
1 

:> 	I BARRIERS I J 
Barriers to further 

development of partnership. 

Effectiveness of staff side to 

contribute. 

Management attitude due to: 

• 	 Poor attendance of 

representatives at 

meetings. 

• 	 Lack of representatives. 
Union attitude 
• 	 I nsufficient time for trade 
union duties. 
• 	 Poor communication and 
information circulation. 
I
..
Action 
• 	 New staff side chair and 
secretary setting things in 
place to improve 
performance of the staff 
side (e.g. training 
representatives) . 
• 	 Away day. 
• 	 Joint working on policies. 
I PROGRESS 1 
Mediating Factors 
I Facilitators 
• 	 More and more 
examples of joint 
working. 
• 	 Increasing 
contact between 
management and 
unions. 
• 	 Involving unions 
more . 
• 	 Maintaining trust. 
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THE PARTNERSHIP PROCESS: What activities have been done to develop 
partnership? 
Figure 5.3 above summarises the process that the Trust has gone through to develop 
partnership. The development of relationships at the Trust has been a long-term process 
that has evolved through a natural progression. The relationship has evolved over time 
rather than the government's requirement prompting a fundamental change in the way 
relationships with the union were conducted. It was not about revisiting old ground, but 
instead it was a question of reviewing where the Trust was and what needed to be done 
to develop it further. As the HR Director commented, "the philosophy that was there 
originally hasn't really changed". 
Table 5.1: describes the key events leading up to the development of the type of 
relationship that management and trade union enjoy. 
Key Dates Key events and details 
April 1993 
1997 
Awarded Trust status 
Agreed trade union recognition agreement 
Management and trade unions reviewed the 
with ACAS. 
recognition agreement 
1998 
January 1999 
New Chief Executive appointed. 
New HR Director appointed. 
Re-Iaunch of staff involvement 
involvement and partnership. 
group to raise the profile of staff 
October 1999 Action plan to review where Trust was and what needed 
developed further. 
Policy statement on Staff Involvement (partnership agreement) 
to be 
2002 Away day to develop relationship between management and union. 
New appointments to senior positions in the Trust, filled by incumbents with positive 
views on involving staff and working with the unions has obviously helped progress 
towards partnership and has helped to drive it forward. Even if, not as quickly as the 
trade unions would have liked. It could be argued that these individuals have helped to 
kick-start some further improvements, with HR reviving the staff involvement group and 
arranging for an away day to develop relationships between trade unions and 
management at the Trust. 
At the outset a partnership approach the Staff Involvement Group was considered to 
progress the initiatives and to provide the vehicle for organisational change to further 
improve performance and build upon staff commitment and loyalty. As already noted, the 
Signing of a statement on staff involvement (to include a partnership type agreement) was 
seen by HR management as a public commitment, rubber-stamping what the Trust was 
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already doing, because "partnership working is something that was already underway". It 
was certainly not seen as a sea change in approach, but something that was building 
through incremental improvements. The following excerpts from interviews with the HR 
Director explained how partnership and the policy on staff involvement were developed. 
"When I joined the Trust in January 2000 there was a staff involvement group but it 
wasn't particularly active and so I decided that it needed to be livened up a little bit to 
have some concrete things attached to it - around the same time a number of 
national initiatives came into being - and monies coming through - the group comes 
up with ideas and ideas are fed into the group" (I'3HRl). 
"I went through the document and said this is where I think we are at, with my 
colleagues and then I shared it with the unions and I said what do you think and then 
we sat down together and worked through it all to see where the differences were and 
then we signed up to that as our partnership agreement - what we will do in the future 
is to work on those bits where we have identified that we are not dOing so well as we 
ought to be" (T3HRl). 
The statement on staff involvement included several joint commitments: 

1) To the success of Trust, 

2) To building trust and greater staff involvement, 

3) To recognising the legitimacy of the role of each party. 

It is also built on four core principles that represent the foundations on which partnership 

working and staff involvement will be built. (1 - Employment security in exchange for 

maximising performance; 2 - Sharing success within the Trust; 3 - Involving and 

consulting staff in discussions at all levels of the organisation; 4 - Providing the means 

for effective and independent representation). These commitments and principles are 

closely aligned with those highlighted by the IPA's model of partnership and was the likely 

template for its development. It was not possible to examine the views of the trade union 

representatives involved in this in 1999 when the group developed a statement on staff 

involvement because they were no longer in these positions. The current staff side 

secretary and chair did not comment on the group as they were not members of it. 

Away Days 
Further to the staff involvement policy, HR have been organising an Away day to continue 
to develop relationships. It was the staff side's expectation that some more agreements 
will come out of this and in particular one key trade union representative perceived that 
the experience would help to build partnership: "Personnel is organising an away day and 
so the fact that we are dOing things together positively, I think it might help to develop it" 
(T3T1). 
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Participants professed that these away days were an effective way of working together as 
they were seen to have worked well in the past. One manager claimed that partnership 
had been explored at a previous away day where a number of policies were developed 
jointly and suggested that this was therefore one of many that have been organised over 
the years. 
"It (Partnership) has been discussed at JMSC about 2-3 years ago - we had an away 
day where the union and management reps all got together and out of that we 
produced joint policies - with a mediator from ACAS - it was not something that was 
a one off- so I think that is probably the most demonstrable thing we have done, with 
working in partnership" (T3M2). 
The following quotes from the key trade union representatives agree that there was full 
consultation when the recognition agreement was reviewed. These views could indicate 
that the experience of working jOintly was seen as positive by both sides. 
'There was consultation like the re-working of the recognition agreement, we all sat 
down with ACAS and agreed the wording and how it would be changed" (T3T2). 
"With regards the recognition agreement, there was very full consultation, all stewards 
had the opportunity to make changes, the majority were at the meeting to discuss the 
changes and we had about four drafts and it went through much more quickly­
issues are moving in, they are being consulted on and they are moving out again, so 
things are moving much more quickly and much more effectively and much more 
professionally" (T3T1). 
The examples above could be cited as instances where partnership has been developed 
and highlights the more professional nature with which relationships are managed. 
Another example provided by HR and a management respondent to illustrate how 
management and trade unions have been working well together and evidence of a jOint 
problem solving approach was when the Trust organised the transfer of staff from 
'Medirest' (a private cleaning firm) back in house. 
"With the transfer of staff back in house from Medirest and it was very much, how can 
we solve this together, rather than this is your problem you sort it out - the unions 
said no this is our problem we have got to work together on it" (T3H R 1). 
"The unions worked closely with us, we told them, we can't pay them any more 
money for at least two years but we promise you we will treat them reasonably, we 
will treat them fairly and you have a commitment that over the next two years we will 
try and make sure that their salaries are upped to an appropriate level- so when we 
were talking to staff, union officers were there by our side saying the Trust have made 
this commitment and we believe them" (T3HR2). 
"The union said this isn't the best deal it is not perfect but it is the best at the time that 
we and the Trust feel that we can manage and so I felt that was a very reasonable 
and responsible way to do it - saying we share responsibility of the result of the 
negotiations, rather than hanging people out to dry" (T3M5). 
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The approach could be described as a joint problem solving that involves sharing 
problems, work together to solve them and in turn taking joint responsibilities for the 
outcomes. Management acknowledged that the parties took a realistic perspective; in 
part it is about the union recognising that the Trust is under certain constraints. The views 
of participants demonstrate that both sides need to have trust and a belief in each other 
and confidence that parties are being truthful. In the above example, the trade union 
representatives were seen as supportive of management's decision because they 
believed that this was the best outcome under the circumstances. 
A problem solving approach to dealing with issues that affect staff, has been highlighted 
in the literature as part of a new partnership approach; that is working together to reach 
compromises and come to conclusions on how best to resolve problems. There seems to 
be some evidence of good practice and some indication that in some areas this approach 
is being utilised in involving staff. One interviewee cited an example of an experience of 
jOint working to solve problems, where he set up a working party to look at ways of 
dealing with cover of the 'Out of Hours' service. This was where a selection of union 
representatives and staff were involved in coming up with ideas and then all the staff 
were balloted. It was perceived that, the forming of these groups tends to be "quite a 
common way of tackling problems" (T3M2). However, what perhaps was not clear from 
the views expressed was whether in this situation there was evidence of sharing 
responsibility for the outcomes. It could be argued that staff are quite extensively 
involved in day to day problem solving, however, further evidence would be needed to 
decide whether these examples are representative of the Trust as a whole. 
BARRIERS I RISKS TO IMPLEMENTATION 
The preceding discussion highlighted that trust and commitment and opportunities for 
joint work were perceived as having been critical in building relationships. The following 
section will consider whether there are any substantial barriers to the development of a 
partnership approach and will explore the factors that have been hindering progress 
toward partnership. It is important to consider these factors as they constitute risks to the 
implementation and likely success of the partnership (and a possible explanation of why 
anticipated outcomes are not realised). 
Management interviewees generally professed that there were not really any major 
structural issues that would hamper efforts to develop a more partnership approach. 
Instead it was thought to be about the mindset of individuals that can thwart attempts to 
make improvements. 
232 

"Individuals are generally the biggest sticking point but I am not aware that structurally 
the Trust is set up in such a way that works against it" (T3M5). 
"It does not always work because it is down to personalities" (T3HR1). 
The literature on labour management co-operation has already identified common 
problems encountered such as perceived lack of trust and commitment (e.g. Cooke, 
1990) among the key players; the findings confirm that these are therefore partly 
recognised as being the case in this situation. 
"Whenever anything breaks down it is often because people have not spent enough 

time, or devoting enough time to resolving an issue before it becomes a sticking 

point" (T3M5). 

"Partnership is difficult because of distrust, I don't think it is easy to gel the two 

together - we can communicate, we can talk to each other reasonably well but we 

can't trust each other" (T3FGR3). 

'There can be suspicion between the trade union and the hospital, either they have 

not been given the full picture or the hospital aren't properly listening to their views" 

(T3M3). 
One manager comments, "I am not aware of any huge sticking points" (T3M3), but 
despite this optimism there were still some issues that were highlighted as hindering the 
development of a partnership approach. There is a mixture of both practical issues such 
as time and more fundamental in terms of lack of experience or individual personalities. 
The most prominent of the barriers was the strength of the staff side to contribute 
effectively, which was cited by a range of respondents at different levels and roles in the 
organ isation. 
Union Effectiveness: Problems with Union Organisation 
It is recognised at the highest level in the Trust, by the chief executive that there were 
problems with the effectiveness of the staff-side and that "low attendance at meetings is 
frustrating". The comments from the chief executive suggest that the Trust would like to 
work more closely with the trade unions but their lack of capacity was hampering efforts. 
Additionally, he implied that unions are missing opportunities for more extensive 
involvement in planning and decision making at the Trust as a result of this, as the 
following quote illustrates: 
"The unions are not that well organised - if they are more organised I think that they 
may be able to get more involved with the business planning side - management 
have met with the union to discuss how they would like to be more involved" (T3ceo). 
The following quote from the HR Director supports the views of the chief executive and 
suggests that this lack of capacity is very much pertaining to having the time off to 
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complete their trade union activities, this point will be returned to in the following section 
where it will be dealt with in more detail. 
"I think one of the big issues with the staff side is actually capacity - not capacity in 

not being able to do the work but capacity in terms of, people are very busy and it is 

difficult to release them, to devote time to doing union type activities" (T3HR1). 

In addition to this management recognition there has been a realisation by several trade 
union representatives that there were lots of problems with the performance of the staff 
side and this was a driver for improving the capability of the union to contribute more 
effectively. As the staff side secretary explains, 
"There were lots of problems with the performance of the staff side committee - union 
representatives were not turning up and because of that management mirrored it­
we were only playing lip service to it, but we are trying to turn it around - we are 
resolving that by giving them training to say this is how you should perform - the plan 
is that we will meet in advance so we can put forward a solid side" (T3T2). 
The view expressed above was that staff-side needed to work more together as a 
coherent group so that a strong front can be put forward to management in the hope that 
they would be taken more seriously by management and their input recognised by staff: 
"We have got to turn it around, there has got to be a better way of consultation because 
otherwise the staff won't respect the decisions that we are making" (T3T1). In addition, 
there was felt to be a need to discourage representatives from bringing individual 
grievances and personal issues to the Joint Management Staff Committee (JMSC). This 
involved giving representatives training sessions to ensure that they know what business 
should be conducted at the meeting, and how they should act, resolved this. It was 
important for staff-side to be able to influence their representatives to behave in ways 
consistent with partnership. 
Staff side felt that progress was being made but there was a lack of timely information so 
that representatives feel that they can't contribute or respond effectively, as the staff side 
secretary comments, "we are getting things thrown at us at the last minute and we 
haven't got to the point where we are empowered enough to say hang on a moment this 
is new information we wish to adjourn and consider this" (T3T2) and "they are throwing 
information at us and calling it conSUltation" (T3T1). At the moment the staff-side is not 
empowered enough to have the confidence to speak up and complain about the situation. 
Union Effectiveness: Time-off for Trade union duties and facilities 
Management have expressed the wish that they want to try and support the staff side so 
that they can contribute more effectively. It was acknowledged by the staff side that "it 
would be nice to see an improvement but I think we have got the facilities and it is better 
than it was - I think they are trying" (T3T1). 
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Managers need to recognise that the union representatives play an important role and of 
the importance of the need to be released to attend meetings. This problem is further 
compounded by work pressures and staff shortages, because there are difficulties 
balancing priorities. The priority has to be patient focused so it is important to ensure that 
there is appropriate time off so that, representatives can be released and that there is 
someone there to replace them. The chief executive recognised the barrier of staff 
shortages and is aware of the knock on effect that this has had in terms of union 
representatives being able to get time off. As is borne out in the following: 
"Barriers to joint work are staff shortages, getting time off and we have had endless 
discussions about this - we even suggested that we should hold meetings out of 
hours and the Trust would pay them for that of course" (T3ceo). 
The Trust wanted to support the trade unions and their involvement and had tried to solve 
these difficulties, some possible solutions were suggested but there was no indication 
that the problem had been resolved. 
Effectiveness was also disrupted by poor representation in some areas. Staff shortages 
and feelings of apathy amongst some staff at the hospital had led to a lack of 
representatives. The trade union respondents expressed concern about the meetings 
and their effectiveness and they put forward some suggestions as to why this may be the 
case. The unions feel that one reason for this had been that they saw the committee as 
simply an information sharing exercise by the management side and that there was no 
opportunity to make any changes. 
"Our biggest problem has been the fact that not many union people had been turning 
up because they don't feel they are achieving anything" (T3T2). 
"It is an information sharing exercise by management side and there is no opportunity 
to make change" (T3FGR4). 
"Progress is still slow, trying to get the staff side to turn up - getting their managers to 
recognise that they have got an important role and the need to be released is an 
issue that we will have to battle with - it is because of work pressures, there are a 
shortage of staff, I think that is what is holding things up" (T3T1). 
"Some people are just apathetic and don't want to get involved" (T3HR2). 
By having more union representatives turning up to meetings, this is hoped sends a good 
message to management that the union mean business and commands their respect to 
get management to take notice of the staff side representatives. Previously it was a 
common view from the staff side that they were not taken seriously by management and 
that they tended to only pay lip service to them. However, it was hoped that this would 
now change as the staff side was further developed. The staff-side have now resolved to 
take the staff side forward and develop a more effective side, i.e. "to start setting things in 
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place--- to move forward constructively" (T3T2). There are changes and investment is 
needed on both sides to improve the staff-side's contribution, by acting more like a 
collective. 
Lack of awareness and understanding of the Unions' role 
It was clear when management views outside of HR were examined that many managers 
were not sure what the union's role in the organisation actually was. This could explain 
why there could be a lack of understanding towards the union. One management 
respondent argued that the union could in fact be more proactive, "they (the unions) need 
to say what it is they want more" (T3M3). It was suggested that every manager needs 
"an understanding of what it is the trade union actually does" (T3M2) and "if they (the 
union) feel that they have a useful role to play then they need to publicise themselves 
more" (T3M4). 
5.21) SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS 
There was recognition by all respondents that partnership involves co-operation and 
compromise towards finding common ground and achieving mutual benefits. It was also 
acknowledged that trust, respect and honesty are critical if there is going to be genuine 
partnership and if it is to be successful. While comments suggest that staff side don't 
believe that this has been reached there is evidence of a certain amount of trust (certainly 
in HR) that it is their intension to work with the trade unions. 
Approach to Partnership 
It could be argued that on the above discussion 'stakeholder theory' is perhaps a better 
way to explain partnership in this Trust. Management seem to be seeing partnership in 
its widest sense. It could be described as a business relationship based on balancing 
priorities and working towards common goals and this could potentially lead to a more 
acceptable balance to the relationship, because the unions are not seen as close to 
management and so the dangers of incorporation are lessened. 
Partnership was not thought to be a particularly new phenomenon but it had been a long 
time coming. It could be argued that there were both formal and informal aspects to the 
Trust's approach to partnership and these were equally important. That is to say, the 
relationships that had been developed, had built up over time. The signing of a so called 
partnership agreement (Statement on staff involvement) was simply a formalisation of 
what had been done informally in the past. 
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Drivers to change I Conditions for partnership 
There was a high level of commitment from the highest level in the Trust with support 
given to HR to drive the development of a partnership approach. The Trust was 
developing an inclusive culture that had developed through clear direction and leadership 
and individuals working together. For example, the chief executive was 'leading by 
example' to develop an open climate. Many of the respondents also drew attention to the 
importance of individuals; that is the positive and negative impacts that individual 
personalities can have on the development of partnership. 
Barriers to Partnership 
The main barrier highlighted was a lack of union effectiveness to become fully engaged in 
the relationship. This involved weak union organisation, and insufficient support and 
understanding from certain areas within the Trust. There were also problems within the 
union ranks such as a lack of representatives and of the skills, experience and 
confidence to work in partnership. Raising awareness of union involvement in the 
relationship, along with the development of individuals involved was seen as the way 
forward. 
The Process of Developing Partnership 
Partnership was developed through a staff involvement group that was used as a 
framework to kick-start the further development of the Trust's approach to employee 
relations. A statement on staff involvement that includes relationships with the trade 
unions and resembles a partnership agreement (IPA model) was outlined. Despite this 
formalisation of approach there was little evidence that this had been well communicated 
or publicised. 
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Chapter 5 - Part 4 

5.22) BACKGROUND - TRUST FOUR 
The Trust is located mainly on a 46 acre single site and provides a full range of hospital~ 
based healthcare to more than 310, 000 people. The Trust has 800 beds, an income of 
£93 million and employs over 3500 staff (Annual report, 2000/2001). The hospital was 
awarded Trust status in April 1993 and in the first round of performance ratings (2001) 
was placed in the 'two star' category and this was maintained between 2001 and 2004. 
Anecdotal evidence seems to suggest that the Trust is experiencing a constant 
management of change process as there is a continual pressure on managers to reach 
targets and to keep up with the changes and reforms that the government are pushing 
through. It appears that this has had a knock on effect on employee relations because it 
has created conflicts in terms of time, funding and resources. Although it is 
acknowledged that there has been an increase in funding the HR director is not sure 
whether this balances out in terms of the requirements that are put on Trusts as a result. 
"Huge huge changes, through changes in government and continual initiatives and 
reforms in the NHS, there is a management of change process constantly, which 
does put pressure on managers - that causes a lot more issues that do impact on ER 
- the kind of conflicts that can create in terms of their time and where funding is being 
targeted and they can cause unrest really, so a bit of a batt/e" (T4H R1). 
5.23) THE STATE OF EMPLOYEE RELATIONS 
In order to understand more fully what relationships are like at the Trust, management 
and trade union respondents were asked to describe the ER climate. Respondents were 
tentative about employee relations and described the employee relations climate in quite 
broad terms using words and phrases such as "reasonable" and "on the whole pretty 
good". Additionally, the HR Director talks in negative terms, emphasising that the lack of 
disputes equals reasonable relationships. 
"Employee Relations are reasonable (generally speaking not bad) - I mean they 
could always be improved but I think there is an 'openness' within the Trust - If we 
look statistically, at the evidence based - we don't have many disputes or grievances 
- I think that has to be an indication that employee relationships are reasonable" 
(T4HR1). 
"Generally speaking it is pretty good - we do have quite a good working relationship 
with the unions, especially with Unison and the RCN" (T4HR2). 
"Relationships on the whole are pretty good" (T4ceo). 
"There is certainly a good relationship within the trust, you have obviously got issues 
that are quite difficult - but on the whole there is very much a good relationship 
between management and staff" (T4M4). 
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"My personal experience is that it is very good and I understand from my colleagues 

in personnel that it is very good in terms of their working relationship with trade 

unions" (T4M2). 

"Union representatives are well accepted, they are widely recognised within the Trust 
and they do have a very active Joint Consultation and Negotiation Group" (T4M3). 
Management respondents felt that trade unions are recognised by the Trust and they 
have a legitimate role to play. On the other hand the main trade union representative was 
not as positive in his views. He comments, tlthey can be very sympathetic but you do 
know when you have closed that door - they will smile in all the right places because they 
have all been on their training and so they know when to smile and when to speak - we 
are never going to be pal/y pally" (T 4T1). He does however acknowledge that there may 
be some cynicism affecting his perception, "I am a cynic" (T4T1). 
Despite this he felt that, at least, the unions had good working relationships with the HR 
team, suggesting that relationships with key individuals were good. He had a lot of 
respect for them and acknowledged that they were key players, commenting, tlJJ and AL 
are very good" (T4T1). 
Finally, the HR team has some concerns about industrial relations at the Trust and feels 
that things could be improved. It is also felt that these concerns might well be shared 
with the staff side. This was confirmed by the minutes of the Joint Consultative 
Negotiating Group (JCNG) where it was acknowledged that the workings of this joint 
group needed to be reviewed. The HR director suggested having an away day to 
develop partnership and working relationships, and this will involve external facilitation 
from ACAS. This will be discussed in more detail in later sections. 
5.24) WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD BY PARTNERSHIP? 
All respondents were asked this question in order to ascertain the level of agreement 
from three different perspectives (Human resources, trade union convenor and senior 
managers) on the participants understanding of partnership. There is reasonable 
agreement between HR and senior managers in that they perceive partnership to involve 
co-operation to reach a common goal. 
"I would describe it as working together on particular issues that affect the 
organisation - moving I suppose towards a common goa/- it is about establishing the 
common goal first of all and then making the steps along the way for us to achieve it" 
(T4HR1). 
"It is about working together to either resolve a situation or to get together to achieve 
an end product" (T4HR2). 
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"I tend to see it as working in partnership with relevant parties, cross boundary 
working to a common aim and you are working together to reach the same goals" 
(T4M2). 
"I believe that it is working together, its having shared ideals, working for the best of 
the patients and supporting staff in actually providing that service" (T4M3). 
"Partnership is a style of working - working to identify common ground and a common 
purpose, where the partners are prepared to work together in an explicit and open 
way" (T4ceo). 
"I think if I used a word it would be collaboratively really" (T 4M4). 
Interviewees conveyed their understanding of partnership by using words such as 
'working together', collaboration, cross-boundary working to describe partnership but 
these were in more general terms. However, respondents from HR and the trade union 
also make reference to what working in partnership might entail in practice. For example, 
the trade union convenor sees the relationship as reciprocal and one where there needs 
to be a certain equality - constructive dialogue and early union involvement. 
"It means early involvement of the union, bringing any new development or policy to 
the table at the very beginning to get them on board and to for us to explain what we 
want to achieve" (T4HR2). 
''To start to have more constructive dialogue on a level playing field - it's got to be a 
two- way thing" (T4T1). 
"Partnership is also about mutual respect and trying to correct and resolve problems 
outside of formal procedures" (T4T1). 
In addition, the HR Director and trade union convenor put particular emphasis on the 
need to set boundaries and having a clear understanding on what parties expect from 
each other and of the agreements and disagreements, i.e. both sides are seen to have 
important and legitimate roles to play. 
"It means having a really clear understanding of the agreements and the 
disagreements, and it is actually putting and then trying to prioritise those - trying to 
check out in terms of the other party what is important to them and why it is important 
to them - and how big an issue it really is" (T4HR1). 
"It is about developing a framework or criteria whereby we set boundaries, what the 
union's role is, what the manager's role is and what we expect from each other" 
(T4T1 ). 
The terms used by partiCipants above imply the need for comprehensible boundaries or 
guidelines so that both parties understand how they should behave and the limits of a 
partnership approach. 
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In order to understand partnership it was important to consider what it actually involves in 
reality, because it can mean a multitude of different things to different people. It will also 
be important to take into account what changes in approach are necessary to call it 
partnership as in contrast to just good industrial relations and also what partnership is 
not. As can be seen from the following quote, the HR Director drew attention to this point 
when she claims that to be able to call the relationship a partnership it is important to 
recognise that it is over and above a monthly meeting between management and unions, 
although she acknowledges that this is an important component of it. 
"It is not just about meeting once a month, that is not partnership, that is part of it, but 
I think that it is more than that" (T4HR1). 
The implication here is that the regular contact is vital but it is not just maintaining this 
one off contact but it is also about developing the relationship outside this formal 
mechanism. It could be highlighted therefore that there is recognition from the Director 
and the trade union convenor that partnership involves developing both the formal and 
informal aspects of the relationship. 
Partnership is thought to appear in an organisation in all sorts of ways, as a series of 
quotes from the HR Director highlighted very strongly. 
"It is about staff involvement and how you do it, it is about listening to staff, its about 
partnership working within teams, it is all of those sorts of things - there is either a 
culture that is promoting it, or not - it is not very tangible really but I think that it has to 
be"(T4HR1). 
The above quote illustrates that the type of organisational culture is thought to be a 
strong feature of a partnership approach. 
The previous sections detailed the background to relationships at the Trust, how the key 
actors perceived the employee relations climate and what they understood by the term 
partnership. To assess whether approach being taken could be described as partnership 
it will be important to examine whether what respondents recognised as partnership was 
what would be identified as partnership in the literature, before conclusions can be drawn 
on whether partnership has achieved positive outcomes. 
5.25) ARE CONDITIONS DIFFERENT UNDER PARTNERSHIP? 
The literature on partnership in the UK and labour management cooperation in the US 
have debated the significance of current forms of cooperation and whether they amount 
to anything new in terms of an important approach to managing the employment 
relationship. The following discussion will explore participant's views on to what extent 
partnership in the NHS amounts to anything new and in what ways is it different from 
previous approaches. Interviewee's had observed a number of differences such as a 
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change in climate and a change in trade union approach. It was not always clear 
however whether these changes could be directly related to the following of a partnership 
approach. The HR Director perceived that current activity involved the formalisation of 
partnership relationships already in place. 
"I think it has been there for a long time but I suppose what we are dOing now is 

formalising it - I don't think of it as something new, to be honest" (T4HR1). 

Despite these claims that partnership is nothing new, it was possible to identify a number 
of changes. 
General Background: Changing Employee Relations Climate 
Participants had witnessed a cultural change in the NHS that has pervaded its way into 
employee relations at Trust level and has impacted on the nature of the relationship 
enjoyed between management and trade unions. 
"I think that the whole ethos of the NHS has changed over the last few years, 516 
years ago it was very much the case of this is my cake -I am not going to tell you 
how I achieve this because if I do you might take my bit of the cake - everything now 
is about sharing we are not in competition any longer" (T4M2). 
This change in philosophy was perceived to have involved a shift from competition to 
cooperation and a search for common ground. Indeed, the staff side secretary suggested 
that it was no longer about management and trade unions being on opposite sides. He 
specifically states that improvements were as a direct result of partnership; in these 
current times of partnership management and trade unions have resolved to cooperate 
with each other. 
"In the past they would have taken a long time to action anything but it is improving 
now - by having a partnership, by understanding that we are going to work together­
the days of the 80s have gone, the 'them and us', I don't believe in that" (T4T1). 
"There is more of a willingness to try and reach a shared conclusion and there are 

less power games and much more looking for common ground" (T4H R1). 

Despite an approach involving less use of power, the trade unions respondents felt that 
there were more opportunities to get involved and that they had more influence than 
previously (see typical comments below). It was perceived that they had been given the 
support to better contribute and had the time, resources and could indicate a stronger 
role to progress the relationship. 
''There is not always time for it I feel it is changing now, it is in its infancy but I think 
we have now been given the opportunity to go forward, to set up these boundaries 
and develop a better working rapport" (T4T1). 
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"We now have more influence and contribution to the agenda of the JCNG" 
(T4FGR7). 
The HR Director observes a slow burning change to a more harmonious employee 
relations (ER) Climate that was implied to reflect changing political climate. She 
suggested that the political climate under the Conservatives had forced the trade unions 
to re-think their approach, one which may be less powerful but which advantaged the 
organisation. 
"I think it has been evolving slowly - a determined effort on the part of the 

conservative government to reduce the power of the unions and that clearly had an 

impact on ER and may be as a result of that the unions did look at themselves and 

gave themselves a bit of a face lift and may be did have a less powerful stance and I 

think to an extent the organisation benefited, ER was less of an issue or they were 

conducted in a more gentler fashion" (T4H R1). 

Change in Trade Union Approach 
The HR Director agreed that the unions had a stronger role to play in this environment 
where partnership is the accepted way of conducting relationships. The idea of re­
building or re-branding of the type of unionism was a recurrent theme with respondents. 
As mentioned above, it was not only perceived by respondents that there had been an 
increase in union involvement and influence under partnership, interviewees had 
observed a change in trade union's style in dealing with management. This new style 
involved taking a gentler approach that could be considered more benign. 
"I think unions have re-invented themselves - the union movement has moved on 

since the early 1980s so I think things have moved on" (T 4M3). 

'The unions have picked up a bit of momentum since that time - I think they are 
building but I think they are doing it in a more gentler way - it has been proved that 
there are benefits from collaboration - there is no point in one side kicking their heals 
and digging their feet in" (T 4 H R 1). 
The above quote suggests that the HR Director also feels that the trade unions 
themselves have learnt through experience that collaboration produces more advantages 
than being confrontational. 
"I don't condone a kind of approach that someone starts a meeting ranting and raving 
because I don't think that it achieved anything in the end - what I call the old style of 
union / management, which I expect to see less of, I have to say these days, 
generally we do see less of' (T4HR1). 
It could be interpreted from these views that trade unions had no choice but to re-invent 
themselves, that the old style trade unionism was no longer acceptable and it doesn't 
lead to positive outcomes, that is partnership and co-operation is more effective and the 
preferred approach. 
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Evidence of a change in management attitude towards the trade unions. 
HR does see a legitimate role for the unions, essentially because it is felt that they do 
have a view and that things would fall apart if unions are not involved from the beginning 
of discussions. The HR Director argues, "I have found that we have come unstuck as an 
organisation because as soon as you hit a staffing hurdle it is a much bigger hurdle if you 
don't have the unions involved - if I don't see a trade union representative on the group 
then I ask the question, have the unions been informed - then it is up to them whether 
they want to be available" (T4HR1). It is thought that the Trust does provide the 
opportunities to get involved but then it is the trade union's responsibility to meet them 
half way - but what in the way of support to enable them to get to the meetings. The 
above views provides some indications of management's motives and why trade unions 
are seen as important to management; that is in informing management about what is 
going on 'on the ground'. 
The HR team did believe that the process of involving unions from the start, in bringing 
new policies to the table had seemed to work well for the Trust. They had realised that it 
was important to get the unions involved, share information with them, and explain to 
them what management wanted to achieve in order to get them on board. The head of 
personnel did agree that she could see partnership developing through "more 
collaborative working and involving the trade unions at an earlier stage - getting them on 
board at the earliest opportunity" (T4HR2). Therefore there seems to be recognition that 
there does need to be increased union involvement than there had been in the past. 
Some policies are developed jointly, starting with a blank piece of paper and sitting down 
with the unions from day one, and this for example happened with the Stress policy. 'The 
stress management policy is being developed jointly - it basically started with a blank 
sheet of paper and union involvement from day one - generally HR produces a draft then 
that is consulted on throughout the organisation" (T4HRl). However, it is more 
commonly the case that HR produce a draft and this is then consulted upon across the 
organisation and unions are invited to comment. These are taken into account, however 
the HR Director does quote that "that doesn't mean we will make changes I would have to 
say - being honest, we do take account of views and sometimes do make changes" 
(T4HR1). 
Despite this the trade union convenor confirmed that his experience was very positive 
and that management were open to staff side's suggestions. It was also perceived by 
management respondents that union representatives were very much a part of the 
i p: 
I' 
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organisation and had quite a lot of influence. The following quotes from two different 
managers illustrate this point of view: 
"I do actually think that the union representatives are very well supported - I get the 
impression that they are very well integrated within the hospital" (T4M3) and 
"I think the unions are very influential, because we are actually acutely aware that if 
we step out of line they will try and pull us back in" (T4M4). 
In summary, the findings emphasise wider cultural change throughout the NHS, shifting 
from competition to collaboration. Accompanying these changes there had been a 
change to a more moderate union approach with more of an effort to search for common 
ground. Finally, this was seen to offer the trade unions more involvement and influence, 
one way where this was in evidence was the organisation of an away day and this will be 
returned to later when exploring the process of developing relationships. As one trade 
union representative commented, 'The recent ACAS away day was the first time that a lot 
of the reps and the HR Director has been involved in something like that" (T4FGR4). 
While the preceding discussion suggests that partnership has recognised benefits, the 
respondents were not forthcoming in elaborating on what these benefits were or what 
, ." 
outcomes had been achieved. The following section will consider participants views on 
what partnership has or what is hoped that it will achieve in order to also explore why the 
parties might enter into a partnership relationship (the above already hints at the fact that 
trade unions had little alternative if they wanted to survive because management are less 
likely to work with a union representative utilising the old style approach). 
5.26) WHAT HAS PARTNERSHIP ACHIEVED? 
Another way to assess how significant partnership is in terms of a change in the way 
employment relationships are managed is to assess whether partnership has achieved 
anything in terms of outcomes. 
It was recognised by the staff side secretary that the mutual respect for each other's 
respective roles that comes with partnership leads to a more open and honest 
relationship because each side knows where they stand. 
"I think partnership - it is knowing where we stand with each other - having mutual 
respect for each other - just knowing the parameters and keeping within those" 
(T4T1). 
Management respondents acknowledged that working in partnership was more effective 
and helped to smooth the way in implementing negative (unpopular) changes and 
decisions. Working with the trade unions co-operatively could mean that management 
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have prior warning of any potential issues that need to be dealt with, before they become 
even bigger problems. 
"I would probably see it as being the most effective in actually dealing with issues 

before they actually get out of hand- ensuring again that individuals are able to say 

what and how they feel about things" (T 4M2). 

"It is a safety net in some respects because you know you have got the support of the 
TV if there is any negative change then it is much easier" (T4M3). 
The above quote could suggest that there is a perception of the trade union's role and 
being there to support management instead of as a representative of staff views. 
5.27) THE PROCESS OF PARTNERSHIP: Relationship Development. 
The following sections will describe the process that the Trust has been through and the 
activities that have been engaged in to develop partnership relationships. Initially, the 
section will consider the drivers or catalysts in order to understand how partnership 
started. The following sections will explore how partnership was implemented and 
relationships were developed and the barriers that were hindering progress. 
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Figure 5.4: Overview of the Partnership Process (Trust Four). 
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Figure 5.4 above summarises the process of developing partnership at the Trust. The 

steps that the Trust has been through so far in beginning to develop partnership are set 

out below and will be discussed in turn. 

1) Realisation of the need to improve relationships, 

2) The post of Trade Union Convenor was established, 

3) Informal discussions were conducted on how the JCNG was to be developed, 

4) An away day with ACAS was arranged. 

5) Trade union representation on the Trust board has been confirmed. 

6) Staff Involvement Policy developed and consulted on. 

The HR team felt that it was difficult to identify a process as such but there is a sense that 

partnership is building and both sides "constantly striving" to do it better (in terms of the 

relationship). It could be argued that there has been a move by the Trust to formalise 

their approach to partnership (via staff involvement policy). As the HR Director 

.,. 
11'.comments, "I think it's been there for a long time, but I suppose what we are doing is 
formalising it" (T 4HR1). 
The Trust is aware of the staff involvement self-assessment tool, developed from the 
NHS Taskforce, but there has not been much progress with this yet, in terms of sitting 
down together to attempt to fill this in. The HR Director did acknowledge that whilst 
partnership was seen as significant it had not so far been a top priority and this was partly 
due to the pressures of work load and competing priorities, as the following quote 
illustrates, 
"I would suggest that it has been lower on the list of priorities within HR, that is not to 
say that we don't think that it is important but there are a number ofother areas that 
have had to take up our time" (T4HR1). 
Therefore partnership is competing with clinical priorities for the Trust's attention. It could 
be argued that this is short-sighted in not being able to recognise that partnership could in 
fact assist in reaching these targets rather that seeing it as simply something else to have 
to cope with. Conceivably this is yet another indication that there has been little change 
in management attitude in seeing the potential benefits of partnership. Despite this the 
HR Director acknowledged that resourcing the initiative sufficiently was required to 
demonstrate management's commitment, as the following comment suggests, "It isn't 
just about saying we are dOing partnership working, it is more than that, it is putting your 
money where your mouth is" (T4HR1). 
It was also claimed that progress has been quite good over the last two years. 
Interviewees acknowledged that progress could be attributed locally to a number of 
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factors. For example, the HR Director said, "I am not suggesting for one minute that we 
have not got some way to go - but I would suggest that predominantly progress has been 
quite good over the last couple of years and I think there have been a number of reasons 

for that" (T4HR1). 

In particular, several drivers were identified and these will be discussed in the following 

section. 

Drivers 

In order to understand partnership and assess its significance it has been important to 

consider what factors have led to the changes to a more partnership approach. To give 

some indication of why partnership was considered as an alternative - what are its 

antecedents? 

While respondents do not directly refer to changing government policy as a vehicle 

through which partnership has taken prominence, in one sense it was assumed to be 

there without it needing to be said. The trade union convenor queries management 

motives for improving relationships by questioning whether some changes would have 

been taken place without government encouragement. As the following quote conveys, 

"If the government had not been pushing for this would we be having this ACAS 

meeting, part of me thinks no but we are having it and so I think we have to be 

positive about it - we have to embrace it because if we don't we are going to be left 

behind" (T4T1). 

Despite this suspicion of management's intentions behind the ACAS away day, the 

convenor recognised that this was an opportunity that needed to be made most of. In 

part this could be seen as evidence of need to reciprocate and accept as a gesture of 

goodwill or to have faith in motives. It was also implied that this could be the only 

alternative open to them to gain the best outcome. 

A change in management style I A Change in Personnel 

The HR Director drew attention to the management culture of the Trust that was changing 

and this was perceived to be a key catalyst in allowing partnership the chance to develop. 

It was perceived that the antecedent of this was a change in personnel. 

"There has obviously been a change in management style here, I think it has had to 
have contributed - I believe it is less dictatorial than it was two years ago - I think that 
is partly to do with personalities though and styles of management" (T4HR1). 
A number of the trade union representatives acknowledged that changes of people in key 
positions had helped to shift the Trust's management style and this had also led to 
changes in management attitude to staff and the trade unions. 
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"A change in personnel has improved things - working with the previous chief 

executive was like hitting a brick wall, he was antagonistic and very autocratic" 

(T4FGR1). 

"Getting rid of difficult personnel like that has led to a change in management attitude 

and there is more involvement of staff - now HR has more of a say" (T4FGR4). 

In addition, the fact that there is a greater awareness of the importance of the quality of 
staff throughout the NHS was thought to have led to the Trust taking a more of an interest 
in how they treat their staff. 
"It is the understanding of the quality and a knowledge that we do have to listen to 

what staff are saying - I think there is a greater awareness of that" (T 4H R 1). 

Trade union representatives are being given more opportunities through the JCNG to 
voice their opinions and specifically, Trust Executives have been taking an interest by 
being present to discuss the union's issues and concerns. 
"I think there have been opportunities presented through the JCNG, to encourage 
members to voice their opinions, the executives have been present to discuss issues 
and concerns in terms of ER" (T4HR1). 
As well as the organisation taking more of an interest, the trade unions have also been 
keen to get further involved; as a result of both sides being supportive some progress has 
been made. Trade union full time officers (FTOs) have been interested in developing 
local stewards with the view to strengthening employee relations issues. 
"There has been a lot of interest from the FTOs to develop the local position with the 
view of strengthening the employee relations issues" (T 4HR 1). 
DEVELOPING PARTNERSHIP: KEY ACTIVITIES 
Trade Union Convenor Post Established. 
The Trust's approach also centres on project management principles with a lead person 
attached to each project in an attempt to ensure that there is always an outcome, as 
someone is held responsible. There is union representation on these project teams but a 
barrier to union involvement is that the representatives were not having the time to get 
involved. This is what led to the development of a convenor post paid for by 
management and it is HR's aim to be able to continue to strengthen this. The idea of 
employing a trade union convenor was to make it easier to communicate with staff side 
as a whole. The HR Director explained the aim of this position, as can be seen from the 
following interview excerpts: 
"It is partly why we employed X so he could kind of help to act as a convenor so that 
we could actually communicate what was going on" (T4HR1). 
'The difficulty is around the limits of time that they (the union reps) have to involve 
themselves and that was the specific reason for setting up that convenor post - it is 
not full time, but it would be good to think that we could strengthen that" (T4HRI). 
"." 'I 
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However, the comment was made that one of the main issues surrounding the convenor 
post is that it is difficult to expect one person or even a group to be able to be completely 
representative of the whole Trust. Despite possible concerns, the point was strongly 
made that despite the fact that the convenor originated from Unison "this is a Joint 
working post involving all unions for the benefit of staff' (JCNG minutes, April 2001). The 
trade union representatives see the convenor post as effective, as this quote illustrates, 
'The convenor post is a good thing" (T4FGR2). Specifically its establishment is something 
that has facilitated a broader union role and it means that the unions are taken more 
seriously. 
"It is in its infancy - my convenor post, it has only been 6 months - before this we 
would all plod along to the JCNG and it would be very much a talking shop - so we 
had to take a lot of the blame for that, I don't think we were taken seriously throughout 
the Trust because we weren't organised, too many people were holding onto their 
little areas - I think since the convenor post we have started to be taken more 
seriously" (T 4T1). 
Therefore, while it is still early days, respondents saw the convenor post as a positive 
step towards realising partnership; improving the way the employment relationship works. 
As a consequence, the unions are more visible, despite still having a problem with the 
middle management tier because they don't have as much contact with them. 
Previously, there was only the Joint Union Committee which met every month but nothing 
much was achieved, the convenor post also facilitated some change with this and moved 
things forward. Comments from the HR Director would suggest that management hoped 
to develop this further. "I suppose it would be good to think that we could continue to 
strengthen the post" (T 4 H R 1 ). 
Partnership Approach 
The following quote suggests that management are attempting to build trust by involving 
trade unions: 
"Our approach has been through the JCNG - it is our main forum - we try to bring 
any new developments / poliCies, whatever it might be to the table at the very 
beginning to get them on board and for us to explain what we want to achieve and 
that approach has generally worked quite well- so the individuals themselves know 
that we have involved them at the earliest opportunity and they tend to want to work 
with us better, rather than them thinking that they have been left out" (T4HR2) 
There were no plans from HR to establish any new structures as it was thought that the 
Trust's approach to partnership would be to develop existing structures such as the 
JCNG. One manager commented that they felt that the JCNG was very much like a 
partnership forum but it has not quite made the full transition, in that it is not deemed to 
be called a partnership forum. Therefore to call it a partnership forum would be the next 
step, but if this is to be the case "it needs to perform as such". The important issue is to 
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be able to have trust and confidence in the systems that are already in place, if this is 
there then there is no need to re-invent the wheel. 
Away Day Organised with ACAS 
The main reason for organising this away day was to try and improve relationships 
between management and unions. It had been recognised that they needed to improve 
the effectiveness of the JCNG and how the sides worked together. At the November 2001 
meeting of the JCNG there was an informal discussion about where the Group was going 
and this was when management instigated a more formal approach to organise an away 
day as a starting point to move things forward. 
The HR team suggested that a driver for these activities was from a necessity to advance 
both parties contribution by opening up communication channels in order to come to 
agreement over the main issues. This is borne out by the following comments: 
"I don't think that both sides contribute effectively and that is why I want to set up this 
meeting with ACAS to try and improve things" (T4HR1) 
"Of late there has been a tendency of 'them and us' situations; hence we have got an 
away day, which should hopefully facilitate relationships" (T4HR2). 
"There was a jOint need, an identified, a recognised need for both parties that we do 

need to, outside our JCNG; we will need to open up communication lines" (T4HR1). 

The trade union convenor, felt that partnership is in its infancy but there are good 
foundations to work from. It was clear that the convenor was positive that things were 
actually developing now ("I feel that it is changing"). Key players from HR and the trade 
unions perceived the ACAS away day as an important early step in developing 
relationsh ips: 
"It is a good starting block for actually moving on - I think the ACAS thing will be very 
good and we can actually start developing" (T4T1). 
"We have set up a day working with ACAS, working with the unions will help to 
identify some of the areas that we feel that we need to equally develop - that will be 
part of a starting point" (T4H R1). 
The trade union convenor sees the away day exercise as a means of setting the 
boundaries, a framework of deadlines and targets to work towards and to stick to. This is 
likely to involve coming to some joint understanding; a series of joint commitments, to 
manage expectations and it is hoped that at the end of the exercise they will have a set of 
common goals. 
"We are at a good stage now - we can sit down and have conversations and 
progress - the ACAS thing in January will be very good we can actually start 
developing - to start to have more constructive dialogue - getting those boundaries 
sorted - we have a deadline to meet and we can work towards that and hopefully at 
the end we will have common goals coming out of it" (T 4T1). 
252 
A discussion of the workshop will follow and will hopefully identify where the participants 
feel the Trust is and where they think it should be going as far as management / union 
relationships are concerned. 
As the HR Director had already noted in individual interviews and was re-iterated at the 
workshop, staff side's contribution was sometimes lacking at these meetings. 
Management side wanted to see more feedback from union representatives and better 
communication of issues. 
"I think I would be looking for more of a contribution from staff side, otherwise it starts 
to feel like one way traffic, they are looking to you for answers and that is actually not 
what it is al/ about" (T4HRI). 
At the workshop this was corroborated by the staff side representatives when they 
commented that the JCNG meetings "can be one-sided". They also expressed that they 
wanted to move to a more partnership approach and they saw this linked to the level of 
influence that they have (or don't have). Management felt that the problems in reaching 
consensus could be improved with partnership and with a better understanding of the 
corporate view. This suggests that they felt that staff side needed to have more 
awareness of the issues affecting the business. Other suggestions for improvement from 
management was the need for more challenging of views, as the HR Director had 
previously reported, the JCNG meetings were "not dynamic enough". 
"I think the barriers are having fully developed local officers, so that they can truly 
represent not only the staff as individuals but actually it is having a much wider vision 
- it does not mean that they have to be strategists, it does not matter what 
professional background they come from but it has to be about having an 
understanding and in turn we need to be generally more understanding of the 
operational difficulties" (T4HRI). 
As part of the workshop, both sides worked together to highlight possible barriers to the 
move towards a more partnership approach. PartiCipants had started to voice their 
concerns with a view to deliberate over how to overcome them, hence could be 
considered a significant move to acknowledge potential problems. From these 
discussions, improvements were identified and an action plan was drawn up to include 
agreed actions and timescales. Based on an examination of the documentation produced 
as a result of this meeting, some progress had been made. Specific concerns highlighted 
included the perceived low profile of the union representatives within the Trust that needs 
to be raised, insufficient numbers of representatives and the capabilities (i.e. knowledge I 
skills / abilities). Possible solutions were noted such as the need to clarify the roles and 
responsibilities that both sides were to play. Further discussion of the barriers to 
partnership will be considered in the following section. 
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Management also said more about the change of approach that they would like to see 
and this would involve problem solving (i.e. agreeing solutions and shared ownership, 
and taking shared responsibility for decisions made). The Executive had already 
approved trade union representation on the public Trust board. However it should be 
noted that this only gave the union representative the right to sit on the board and make 
their views known but more importantly did not have voting rights. 
Finally, a staff involvement policy has been developed and it is at the JCNG as a 
consultation document but the board has not yet ratified it. There will be the one policy 
but as part of this there will be specific procedures for working with the unions. It is the 
HR Director's aim to develop a staff charter that would involve agreeing "a sort of 
expectation" of what staff can expected in terms of involvement. Therefore it appears that 
the way the Trust is approaching partnership is to link partnership with staff involvement 
(providing a framework to work within). There also appears to be a strong belief that you 
can't have partnership without involving staff, as this quote from the HR Director 
illustrates, "that for me captures the kind of staff involvement and partnership working, 
because you can't have one without the other, they fit together" (T4H R1). 
Barriers to Progress I Risks - and how might be overcome? 
The trade union convenor explained what issues were affecting progress and what needs 
to happen. "From our pOint of view, it is the dynamics of our group - I think from a 
management point of view it is constructive dialogue because everything moves so 
slowing - we really lose sight of what we actually set out to do" (T4T1). Therefore it is the 
speed of progress that is causing concern. 
Union effectiveness 
As was highlighted in the workshop discussion and in interviews with the research 
respondents, union effectiveness is a constraint to the development of partnership. 
Interviewees perceived that the staff side lacked a coherent approach and had problems 
with capacity and capability. HR feel that the unions are not prepared enough for 
interaction and discussions and they don't think things through properly. As the HR 
Director comments, "I think they let us do it our way, ultimately they don't seem to be able 
to construct a suitable argument that might make management stop and think" (T4HR1). 
These views on the effectiveness of the trade unions suggest that representatives lack 
the strength/power to advantage of the opportunity that partnership provides were 
supported by several of the trade union representatives as the following excerpts 
highlight: 
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"With the JCNG, an item can be either for discussion, information, consultation or 
negotiation - but no negotiation happens anymore - it is not a level playing field, that 
is the reality" (T4FGR6). 
"Partnership is about a level playing field and that is what the reps want but there are 
problems of capacity and coherence of the group - we have no time to meet - there 
are not enough reps" (T4FGR4). 
"We are desperately trying to organise the Joint Union Committee (JUC) into a more 
cohesive group" (T4Tl) 
The trade union convenor acknowledges that in the past the JCNG was more of a "talking 
shop", it was the dynamics of the group that was the problem. The staff side was not 
organised, they were not a cohesive group, and therefore were not taken seriously. The 
staff side now want to be listened to and responded to (want quicker response times). 
Therefore they are working on getting a more coherent voice by having one speaker who 
researches a certain issue and so they can follow through on things more effectively. 
Lack of skills and training is one reason highlighted as "Staff side have been given the 
opportunity to give their views but the views are not forthcoming due to lack of skills and 
experience" (T4HR1). 
Management Culture: Suspicion and Scepticism 
The Trust has in the past been viewed as having a very dictatorial management 
approach. The convenor perceived management at the Trust was still top heavy and 
there was a very top-down management system, with middle managers being less than 
supportive. As he explains, "I think they, the middle management, feel why do we have to 
answer to these people - it is just someone else to get in the way and that is how we are 
received". However the HR director did not agree with this entirely, as it is felt to be less 
dictatorial than it was two years ago and that this was partly because of a change in 
personalities and styles of management. In spite of this, as previously discussed 
participants agreed that there was evidence of positive changes as a result of a 
replacement of key personnel and the support of a good HR team. 
It was also felt that Management's perception of the union as the opposition, as the old 
style adversary still hangs on. One reason for this is perhaps leading from a fear of loss 
of authority and the fear of change because they are not used to having to work with and 
involve the union. One manager felt that there was some scepticism in terms of what the 
other side will bring to the table, as it is sometimes management's perception "that unions 
are there to block, rather than advise on good working practice" (T4M3). Hence, seeing 
union representatives in a negative light and failing to discern that the union can be a 
force for gOOd. In part, this view is supported by the trade union convenor who 
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acknowledges that they only communicate with management when there are negative 
issues to deal with. 
"The only time that I really see middle managers is at a disciplinary hearing, so I have 
no other contact with them what so ever unless I need to go and knock on a door" 
(T4T1). 
The actual contact that the union has with management is quite an important issue in 
changing perceptions. As the convenor comments, "we have no real contact with middle 
management at all" (T4T1). Indeed, the above suggests that this lack of contact (in 
particular with middle management) had led to a lack of awareness that could explain 
some of the root of suspicion. It will therefore be important to raise the profile of the union 
throughout the organisation. The following excerpts from the interviews with management 
and HR suggest that trade unions have more work to do in raising awareness of their role 
throughout the organisation and demonstrate the importance of communicating to gain 
some joint understanding among the parties. 
"I think it is about educating people, it is about celebrating successes - I think it can 

be sold to them (the managers) - I think the unions can help themselves to 

proactively be involved" (T4HR1). 

"I think it would be education and training around awareness and what working in 

partnership actually means - encouraging individuals to work together and 

understanding the importance ofpartnership working - an away day where 

management and trade unions get together on team building exercises, but where 

you have managers that have had no contact with TU reps then I see there being 

more problems" (T4M 1 ). 

"I think in terms of driving the process fOnNard, more structured guidelines could be 
produced and obviously we could produce them in partnership with the unions - it 
would recognise the kind of things that the unions want to get involved in, if a union 
reps time is as precious as everyone else's they need to be clear on the aspects that 
they want to be involved in - a clearer policy at what stages we do get the unions 
involved outside routine personnel issues" (T4M3). 
"Managers don't know if aI/ or some of the union reps here have bags of experience" 
(T4M2). 
The trade union convenor felt that there was also still a suspicion from the union side, but 
he also recognised that "it is the nature of the game to be suspicious" and that this would 
always be the case. It was thought that representatives who want to ask "what is the 
hidden agenda and I don't think that will ever go away". He did continue by pointing out 
that this did not mean that there could not be some trust and honesty in the relationship. 
"It is the nature of the game to be suspicious, because to a certain extent the union 
and management, it is game everybody plays around the table, they know what they 
want and what they are willing to sacrifice - you will always be thinking, what is the 
hidden agenda and I don't think that will ever go away - partnership or not - but with 
that it doesn't mean that you can't have trust and you can't have some honesty- we 
are never going to be pally pally" (T4T1). 
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The employee approach that he describes reflects a more distributive bargaining 
approach and does not appear to signify a movement towards the search for common 
ground. Despite this, it is interesting to note that he perceived that this approach did not 
preclude the presence of trust and honesty. 
The following comments from a managerial viewpoint suggest that there was the 
perception that some managers will find it difficult to let go of their power and authority. 
"For those individuals that work very much from a manager point of view, the relative 
authority that comes with that, where they have been used to having their say, it 
would be very difficult for them to take this sort of concept on board" (T4M1). 
It could be argued that this suggests that there are a number of barriers to partnership 
and whilst as we saw in earlier sections there had been some movement it appears that 
the old attitudes remain, not just in management quarters but also among trade unions. 
"I don't see how they can be held accountable to us, I think we can stand up and jump 
up and down as much as we like, but they can say no we don't have to do it, who are 
you" (T 4T1). 
5.28) SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS 
Employee Relations at the Trust is reasonable and the respondents have already seen 
some improvements, but there still remains room for further developments in the 
relationship. The HR team was more positive and optimistic about the state of the ER 
climate than the trade union respondents. 
Approach and Commitment to Partnership 
Partnership is not just seen as the preserve of management I union relations, instead it is 
seen in a wider sense to include public involvement. The union is seen as having a 
legitimate role in the Trust and the representatives are supported in this. For example, a 
trade union convenor post was established that in turn has facilitated an even wider role 
for the union. It is clear that there is commitment to developing partnership from the HR 
team, even if this commitment does not seem as visible at the higher echelons of the 
Trust. 
Conditions I Drivers for Partnership 
>- Commitment from both sides to work together. 

>- Trade unions taking a proactive role. 

>- Leadership throughout the organisation. 

>- Individual personalities to drive partnership. 
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The Process of Developing Partnership 
There was a realisation by both management and the trade unions of the need to improve 
relationships and because of some changes in management style, these conditions kick­
started the partnership process. Partnership was developed through existing structures 
and support for union involvement. An away day with ACAS was also arranged in order 
to build a partnership approach by developing the staff-side and improving the 
effectiveness of the staff/management forum (the JCNG). 
Barriers to Partnership 
The main barrier to the development of partnership is the effectiveness of the staff side 
and although steps have been taken to improve this it is still a restraining factor. The 
problems involve weak union organisation and a lack of a coherent union approach at 
Trust level. A number of factors were adding to this, including a lack of skills and a lack 
of time to become fully engaged. In addition to union effectiveness, management culture 
was also having a negative effect on the ability of the Trust to develop a partnership 
approach 
5.29) CHAPTER CONCLUSION 
The preliminary stage of the research (chapter four) highlighted that in order to assess 
the viability of introducing partnership into the NHS, it would be important to understand 
how partnership is being developed at a local level. Moreover, it was claimed that Trusts 
were likely to be making varying degrees of progress depending on the enthusiasm or 
commitment that key individuals had towards partnership. The preceding chapter has 
described the process that four Trusts have been through to develop partnership, 
considering the key activities and steps and alternative approaches to partnership. All 
Trusts were taking similar approaches to partnership in terms of the steps they were 
taking and activities they were engaged in. However, the differences lay in the attitudes, 
commitment, and enthusiasm and trust that the main players had in each other, i.e. the 
quality of the relationships that had developed. Finally, the chapter has considered the 
extent to which conditions are different under partnership and what partnership has been 
seen to achieve. The following chapters aim to draw these findings together in order to 
evaluate whether these changes can be seen to be significant in providing evidence of 
partnership's viability as an approach. Firstly, chapter six outlines the quantitative results 
from the questionnaire administered to employees at three out of the four case study 
organisations to provide another perspective on the impact of partnership. 
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CHAPTER SIX - QUANTITATIVE RESULTS BASED ON THE 

EMPLOYEE'S QUESTIONNAIRE. 

6) INTRODUCTION 
The previous chapter examined conclusions drawn from the qualitative findings through 
which it was possible to gain a good understanding of what both management and trade 
unions understood by partnership, and the process the Trust was and had been going 
through to develop partnership. 
The purpose of this chapter therefore is to present the findings of the quantitative stage of 
the research, namely the results from the questionnaire conducted with the employees at 
three out of four Trusts. While the study is mainly qualitative in nature, a quantitative 
survey was also conducted to act as a check to the results of the qualitative stage and to 
gain a fuller picture of the pervasiveness of partnership. Its aim was to gain a wider 
perspective by examining the views of those employees not involved directly in the 
process of developing partnership. It will examine whether there are differing experiences 
at different levels and areas from within the organisation in order to assess the longer 
term prospects for partnership. The results will be arranged thematically as per the 
qualitative chapter where pOSSible, and comparisons will be made between the qualitative 
and quantitative data sets in order to gain a full picture of what is happening in terms of 
partnership at the Trust. However, full discussion of the findings related to the literature 
will be covered in the comparative chapter (chapter seven), which will draw on all the data 
collected throughout the study. This chapter will look at the following themes that were 
highlighted from the qualitative stage as worthy of further investigation. 
Awareness of Partnership 
• 	 An understanding of what partnership means to employees at the Trust (or at least 
an indication of the levels of awareness that exists). 
Progress towards partnership 
• 	 Employees' perception of progress towards partnership, paying particular attention 
to certain areas such as communication, information, consultation, and employee 
involvement. 
• 	 An examination of employee's perception of the employment relationship (i.e. what 
are relationships between management and unions like?) and the systems in place to 
manage these relations. 
• 	 A general assessment of the type of culture that is developing at the Trust and the 
general experience that is had by employees. Is the organisational climate favourable 
for the development of partnership? 
" l:'" 
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Barriers to Partnership 
• Management and Union effectiveness (attitudes and skills) to work under 
partnership. 

The extent of staff involvement at Trust level. 

6.1) TRUST ONE - The nature of the Trust. 
Trust one is a relatively small acute trust in Cambridgeshire that has seen little change 
(2000 employees of which 1000 received the questionnaire with 110 returns). The case 
study report highlighted that there was a family atmosphere at the Trust as the same 
employees had been working together for a long time (i.e. over 50% of staff had been 
working at the Trust for over 10 years - see appendix J). It was suggested that recent 
massive change experienced in such a short space of time had had a negative impact on 
relationships. The Trust's management lack of experience in managing change (e.g. 
communication of the changes to staff) was thought to have added to the situation. 
6.2) PARTNERSHIP 
6.2.1) Awareness of what Partnership might mean. 
As has been previously mentioned a common understanding of the meaning of 
partnership is a pre-requisite for its successful development. Partnership is all about 
developing joint understandings between the key players in that relationship and that they 
are then communicated to the rest of the organisation to demonstrate the commitment 
towards the approach by publicly endorsing it. 
The case study report suggested that there was a good degree of agreement between 
the HR department, trade union representatives, general managers and the chief 
executive over the key elements that are important for partnership to exist. The mean 
responses indicate that as with all the other cases staff are not aware of what partnership 
might mean at the Trust and at no point has anyone communicated any understandings 
held by the organisation. 
Comparison of Means: Occupational Groups 
Table 1 shows that there were also significant differences in opinion across occupational 
groups (see appendix K1). Management are better informed about what partnership 
means and are more likely to have had someone explain this to them. This is a 
significantly different opinion compared with both nurses and administrators who are 
more likely to say that no one has explained to them what partnership means. It could be 
argued that the organisation might think that it is more relevant for management to know 
about partnership. In addition, it could be the case that managers themselves are more 
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interested and are more likely to come into contact with documentation discussing 
partnership. 
6.2.2) Partnership: Key Elements (Indication of the progress towards developing 
partnership). 
The key elements such as high levels of trust and respect, increased information sharing 
and consultation have been highlighted as important aspects of partnership. The 
qualitative interviewees said that the commitment was there on paper but the Trust now 
needed to follow through on their promises with some action and proof be given to staff. 
The questionnaire, therefore aimed to assess staff's perception on the progress that the 
Trust has made with increasing levels of the four common elements underlined. 
Figure 6.1: Progress on Partnership - Key Elements 
How democratic is management? 
r:::: 
nI 
(I) 
3.00 
2.50 
2.00 
::::!: 1.50 
1.00 
0.50 
increased trust? increased consult? increased respect? increased info 
share 
Figure 6.1 indicates the mean responses on the variables, illustrating that on the whole 
employees felt that the Trust was doing neither well nor poorly in these areas; in 
particular they feel that the Trust are doing quite poorly in developing respect. It appears 
that in comparison with the other case studies, staff feel less positive, but it could be 
argued that because of recent circumstances, their trust in the organisation and its 
management has been affected (see Chapter five). 
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Comparison of Means: Occupational groups 
The negative attitude tends to be a similar pattern across the whole of the sample and no 
significant variations between different groups exist, with the exception of increased 
consultation. Table 1 (appendix K1) shows that different occupations seem to have 
differing opinions of the extent to which the Trust has made progress in increased 
consultation. Management are more positive than maintenance and ancillary staff 
regarding the progress made by the Trust in increasing consultation with its staff. It could 
be suggested from this that management are more satisfied with the extent to which they 
are involved in the organisation and feel more valued than maintenance and ancillary 
staff. 
6.2.3) Job Security 
As has been mentioned previously, some kind of formal employment security agreement 
is often seen as a feature of a partnership agreement. This trust had no clear policy on 
job security and there was no formal guarantee in place or policy of no compulsory 
redundancy publicised. Despite this lack of formal provision the majority of respondents 
feel secure in their jobs. The mean responses suggest that employees do feel fairly 
secure in their jobs and employees believed that there had been no change in their 
feelings of job security over the last three years. 
Comparison of Means 
These results give a general impression of staffs views on this subject, however when 
ANOVA and Tukey post hoc tests were performed there were some differences in opinion 
across occupational groups, directorates and union membership. 
Occupational Groups 
Table 1 (appendix K1) suggests that nursing staff, management and PAMs are more 
likely to feel their jobs are fairly secure and very secure, while maintenance and ancillary 
staff and administrators are significantly less positive, feeling actually fairly insecure. In 
addition, PAMs feel that on the whole the security is at least the same as three years ago 
if not more secure. This is significantly different than administrators who believe that their 
jobs are actually less secure than they were three years ago. It could be argued that this 
could be because administrators feel that they are more easily replaced than those in 
professions allied to medicine. In addition, it might be the case that administrators' are 
seen by the organisation (or at least this is their perception) as support workers who are 
not as important to the organisation; whereas PAMs would be considered more critical to 
the clinical side of the organisation. 
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Directorates (Tabfe 2, appendix K2) 
Employees from the Women and Children's Directorate and Diagnostics and Clinical 
support, are both more likely to be more positive regarding their perceived level of job 
security, feeling their jobs are fairly secure. In terms of whether respondents feel that 
there has been a change in recent years, Women and Children's and Surgical Services 
directorates agree that their level of job security has remained about the same, whereas 
directorates from the 'other' category feel less secure. 
Union Membership (Table 3, appendix K3) 
Members of a recognised union or a professional body don't think that their level of job 
security has changed, whereas significantly those respondents who are not members of 
any of the above felt that their jobs were actually less secure than they were three years 
ago. One explanation could be that membership to these institutions can actually help 
staff to feel more secure in their jobs, especially as the union's role is to protect jobs and 
to work with management to avoid job losses. In addition, the fact that some groups of 
respondents in Trust one feel that their jobs are less secure, could be the result of the 
uncertainty and amount of change that they have been through in the last three years. 
6.3) THE STATE OF THE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONSHIP 
The backdrop against which the employment relationship has taken place will have a 
strong bearing on the way partnership develops. Relationships have not always been 
positive and when the Trust was first formed (1993), trade unions were not initially 
recognised for negotiation purposes and this led to hostility between management and 
unions. However, this was in the past and they currently recognise all the trade unions 
that have a presence at the Trust. From outside of the Trust the view expressed by the 
regional trade union officials was that unlike Trust Two, which had mature relationships, 
Trust one had had immature industrial relations. Despite this key players and other 
senior people interviewed seemed to feel very positive about relationships, at least 
regarding the fact that relationships were now building and management and unions work 
very well together. It is acknowledged that they still have some way to go, earlier 
involvement of the union remaining a recurring theme. Therefore the next section will 
assess the employee relations climate at the Trust within which the relationships operate 
and will examine the nature of management / trade union relationship. 
6.3.1) Employment Relationships: Extent of Co-operation and Management's 
Attitude to the union. 
The general view which was highlighted in the case study report was that they have 
always been able to talk to each other and resolve differences through compromise and 
co-operation and relationships were described as mainly co-operative, but that the Trust 
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is trying to move towards collaborative employee relations. The mean responses show 
that employees felt that the relationship between management and union was sometimes 
co-operative and they perceived that management had a neutral attitude towards the 
union. Interestingly, it did seem to be the case that a quarter of the respondents held the 
perception that management at the Trust were actually not in favour of trade unions. This 
attitude might be a reaction to former relations as in the past the Trust had questioned the 
need to recognise trade unions. It could also be that staff do not know what relationships 
are like, as they are not kept in the loop as far as employee relations are concerned, or 
they are not involved with the union. These views are consistent across the whole of the 
sample as there were no significant variations in opinion across the groups identified for 
comparison. 
6.3.2) Union style I Approach 
The qualitative stage of the research highlighted the perception that there had been a 

change the union's approach / style for the better. The union approach is based on co­

operation with management in order to try and influence issues and therefore the 

approach is not to overreact, but to point out to management when the union thinks that 

the Trust could have dealt with things differently. The mean responses indicate that 

employees felt that the union's approach was hostile but a small minority (46% of the 

sample) either felt that they did not know what their style was or that they did not have a 

view one way or another. Perceptions of the union's approach are also likely to be based 

on the different types of contact that employees have with their union representatives and 

the views they held on their role within the organisation. For example, evidence gleaned 

from the questionnaire's open questions suggested that many employees had not had the 

need to contact their representative and views expressed suggest that the role of the 

union representative was to deal with issues when things were going wrong for 

employees. 

Comparison of Means 

The results show that there were significant differences between some groups of staff 

across the Trust (i.e. across occupational groups and union membership). 

Occupational Groups (Table 4, appendix K4) 

Management are the only group of staff that agreed that the union's approach was co­

operative and this was significantly different from administrators who did not know what 

the union's style was. Maintenance workers felt that the approach was militant and 

nursing staff and PAMS both thought that the approach was more hostile and this was 

also significantly different from the opinions of administrators. 
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Union Membership (Table 5, appendix KS) 
In terms of union membership, members of unions believe that the union's style is hostile, 
compared to non-members (as might be expected) who don't know what their style is. 
Members of a professional body on the contrary to the union member are more likely to 
believe that the union's style is co-operative. These differences of views across a 
diversity of staff could be explained by the range of different unions that represent these 
staff and their different styles in dealing with management. Finally, it could be argued that 
the fact that those in management positions are more likely to be exposed to situations 
where they needed to co-operate with the union. 
6.3.3) The Trust Staff Council (TSC) 
This council is the main structure through which management and the unions manage 
their relationships and is a means for negotiation and a regular mechanism for joint 
discussions on a range of issues. The main concern that the key actors had about this 
council was the poor representation of trade unions because of difficulty they had 
attending the meetings. It was especially difficult for the clinical staff groups who found it 
difficult to attend due to work pressures. It could be argued that this was leading to some 
staff group's views not being fully represented, and the results from the questionnaire will 
be examined to assess whether this is the perception of the workforce. 
The mean responses show that employees hold a neutral position about the effectiveness 
of the council, which could suggest that they don't know enough about the council to be 
able to comment. The mean scores also showed that employees agreed slightly that they 
knew little about the council, which was 51% of the sample. 
Comments made through answers to the open questions that followed indicated that 
many staff had not heard of the TSC and didn't know what it was is all about. Staff 
wanted more information about the council cascaded down, such as the agenda and the 
minutes or a brief synopsis of what was discussed and any decisions made. There is 
little feedback 'from the union representation on what goes on at the meetings and it 
seems that this is because the reps are stretched and don't have the time. The findings 
suggest quite strongly that the Trust needs to raise the profile of this council, if they want 
to improve its effectiveness. 
Comparison of Means: Union membership 
Table 6 (appendix K6) shows that there were some significant differences based on union 
membership. Members of a professional body were more likely to be unsure whether they 
know much about the council, while non-members were more likely to agree that they 
know very little about the TSC. There are a few interpretations of why this might be the 
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case, either they do not want to admit that they don't know what it is (may be they think 
they should know what it is), or there is now an overload of information flowing through 
the Trust, and so no one knows what is happening. 
6.3.4) Union Effectiveness (Barriers to Partnership) 
As stated above, both sides felt that earlier union involvement was aiding the 
development of partnership. For example, management and trade unions were forced to 
work together, when working through the changes at the Trust, therefore this intense and 
continued contact developed relationships. In spite of this, management felt that while 
the trade unions have the opportunities to get involved, they often don't take advantage of 
these. As stated in the case study report there are barriers to further union involvement 
and this was having an impact on the development of partnership, as was the case in the 
other Trusts, a major barrier was ineffectiveness to fully contribute. The second 
interesting issue that was brought to light in the interviews was the fact that the staff side 
needed to publicise their involvement to the staff and especially their members. In 
addition, as was stated in the literature review, it is important for trade unions to be sure 
to communicate to their members what they are doing for them, to demonstrate a strong 
agenda that is independent from management. This has been particularly important in 
the face of criticism that trade unions are becoming incorporated into management 
objectives and that partnership shows union weakness (Kelly, 2002). 
The mean responses show that while employees believe that the trade union took notice 
of members' problems, employees held a neutral position about whether they were taken 
seriously by management and whether they had an impact on what it was like to work at 
the Trust. Employee's personal satisfaction with the effectiveness of the union to 
represent their views was also considered and the mean scores show that employees 
don't have a clear opinion on whether they are satisfied. The neutral stance highlighted 
by these results could indicate that the union is simply doing an okay job, or the 
respondents could have felt that the question was not relevant as they did not have the 
knowledge or experience to comment. Open comments made by employees suggest 
that many staff do not know who their representatives are as they have a low profile in the 
Trust and it is likely that their workload is a barrier to improving this situation. Members 
from a range of unions (e.g. RCN, Unison and the MSF) made such claims as "I am 
unsure of who my representative is or how to contact them" and "I have never met or 
seen them". The point was also made that the representatives were sometimes not 
visible as members only needed to contact them when they had a problem. For example, 
there were comments such as "I don't have any cause to involve the union in my job 
(hopefully)!" 
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Comparison of Means: Union membership 
Table 7(appendix K7) indicates that there were statistically significant variations in opinion 
based on union membership. Members of a professional body are significantly more 
satisfied than members of a trade union that staff associations do take notice of 
member's complaints and problems. The findings could therefore indicate that 
professional bodies are more effective at representation than the more traditional trade 
union. 
6.4) STAFF INVOLVEMENT 
A common element of the partnership approach across the NHS is a strong emphasis on 
staff involvement. Trust one recognised that to be able to do this effectively they needed 
to improve their relationships with the trade unions. Consequently the decision had been 
made that the Trust would develop partnership through the trade unions route to ensure 
effective staff involvement. A staff involvement policy and staff charter had been 
developed and launched at the Trust, but there was a barrier of how to practically involve 
employees that was hampering progress. 
6.41) Participation I Influence on job 
The mean responses indicate that employees feel that they have 'quite a lot' of influence 
over how they perform their job and the decisions relating to it, but an average amount 
over the workgroup, decisions that affect their jobs and supervisors average receptivity to 
their ideas. Overall, employees felt neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the influence 
they had over organisational decisions. Employees have more influence over aspects 
that relate to their job or immediate work environment but less over wider issues. It was 
what influence staff had but also what superiors do with that information and how 
confident staff are that these ideas will be taken forward by their manager. If it is 
assumed that staff want to get involved, then it is about whether management are willing 
to take these views on board. 
Comparison of Means 
Tables 8 and 9 (appendices K8 and K9) show that there are some statistically significant 
variations in opinions across different directorates and occupations. The Medical Services 
directorate had 'a great deal' of influence over how their jobs were performed, but those 
employees from the directorates in the 'other' category only felt that they had an average 
amount of influence on this aspect. 
Management as an occupational group has significantly more influence than most other 
groups in all aspects. Management had a great deal of influence over how their job is 
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performed and job decisions compared to maintenance staff who felt they only had an 
average amount and nursing staff who felt they had quite a lot of influence over job 
decisions. They also felt that they had a great deal of influence over their workgroup and 
this was significantly lower than, nursing, maintenance staff and administrators who felt 
that they only had an average amount. In terms of wider decisions that impact on their 
job, management felt that they had 'quite a lot' of influence whereas nurses, PAMs and 
administrators all felt that they only had 'an average amount' and maintenance staff that 
had 'too little' influence over this type of decision. In addition, management felt that they 
had a great deal of confidence that superiors were receptive to their ideas and 
suggestions, but nurses, administrators and PAMs felt that they were only receptive an 
average amount and maintenance staff had 'too little' confidence that managers were 
receptive to their ideas and suggestions. 
6.4.2) Information sharing I Giving - Communication mechanisms 
As stated at the beginning of the section on staff involvement, communication or at least 
ineffective communication has led to problems and is a barrier that will hamper progress 
towards the development of partnership and staff involvement. The qualitative phase of 
this research highlighted that there were problems with the communication mechanisms, 
as communication was dependent on the effectiveness / styles of individual managers. It 
is left up to them to cascade the information down to staff and this reliance on individual 
managers had led to 'patchy' practice and various inequalities in interpretation of 
information. It was stated that good communication was the key to the success of a 
partnership approach and the Trust wants to develop a culture which reflects its Iii 
I i 
importance and make it the responsibility of all members of staff. 
6.4.3) Sources of Information for Staff 
It is clear that effective communications is important to Trust one and trade union 
representatives acknowledged that the Trust was trying to develop this and was 
succeeding. This is illustrated by a quote from the staff side chair, who claimed that the 
Trust was much more open and shared more with its staff and their representatives. The 
pattern of results on this question tends to be much the same with all Trusts when 
examining the mean scores. Staffs immediate manager is their most important source of 
information, with the grapevine and the team brief as the next most important source. 
The other mechanisms do not have much impact on staff and the union was the least 
used source of information. 
Comparison of Means: Occupational Groups 
Table 10 (appendix K10) shows that there were some significant differences in opinion 
across occupational groups where the grapevine is concerned. Medical staff are more 
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likely to see the grapevine as their most important source of information. This indicates 
that the Trust needs to develop effective mechanisms that medical staff will find useful if 
the Trust wants to control and ensure that the information that staff receive is accurate. 
Views expressed through the open questions referred to the lack of information received 
and there were comments such as "we don't receive any information whatsoever". This 
was either because their manager hadn't cascaded it down, because as one comment 
illustrates "I think the Trust is only now beginning to disseminate information properly, 
cascades don't work", or there was an over-reliance on sending information electronically, 
when some groups of staff do not have adequate access to a computer ("In the age of the 
email we could have regular updates but we don't have a computer in our office"). It was 
felt that communication was very much top down and they wanted management to listen 
and act on their comments. The lateness of information received was also highlighted as 
an issue and employees want to know the facts and not have to rely on rumours. When 
respondents were asked what information they would like to receive one respondent said 
"anything other than rumours and speculation" and this was a view expressed by several 
respondents. 
6.4.4) Extent of Information Sharing 
Partnership is about developing a more open and transparent culture where there is an 
increase in information sharing. The mean scores show that employees are neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied with the information that they received and in general they felt 
that there had not been much change in this situation over the last three years. There 
appears to be a way to go before the Trust has effective information sharing and 
communication. 
Comparison of Means 
Tables 10 and 11 (appendices K10 and K11) show that there are some significant 
variations in opinion based on trade union membership and different occupational groups. 
Nurses and management are more likely to 'find that they have seen an improvement in 
the amount of information that they receive. This is compared with maintenance and 
ancillary staff who have found that the level of information that they receive has actually 
stayed the same. Members of a professional body are also more likely to have seen an 
increase in the level of information flowing, whereas both trade union members and those 
respondents who are not a member of either haven't seen any difference over the last 
three years. The results showed that not all groups of staff were seeing an improvement 
and this could be an indication that there are still some differences in practices across the 
Trust. 
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6.4.5) Management Effectiveness on Consultation 
A lack of consultation can lead to a more dictatorial approach and loss of staff's goodwill 
therefore the results from the next set of questions will examine management's style 
when dealing with staff and the extent of consultation. 
Figure 6.2: Management Style - How democratic is management? 
1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 
management style 
40.0% 
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Undemocratic Very Democratic 
Figure 6.2 shows that on average employees felt that management are neither very 
democratic nor undemocratic, and favour the middle ground to describe management 
consultative style. The next section breaks this down and examines the extent to which 
they are consulted on specific issues. The mean scores indicate that employees believe 
that they are 'sometimes' consulted on future plans, changes to working practices and 
health and safety, while they believe that they are 'hardly ever' consulted on staffing and 
pay issues. The mean responses also suggest that employees have a neutral position 
when asked about how effective managers are at communicating with and treating their 
staff. The results are slightly more positive about the extent to which they are kept up to 
date with changes and how fairly staff are treated but less so when considering the extent 
to which they respond to suggestions. This could be explained by open comments 
suggesting that managers might seem to listen but decisions have already been made. 
One respondent comments, "we feel very undervalued, we are told about changes once 
they have happened - orders are given". 
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In summary, on the whole it seems that the Trust is not doing particularly well as far as 
consultation is concerned and these results are congruent with the views regarding how 
well the Trust is doing in terms of increased consultation, earlier in the questionnaire 
analysis. In the case study report for this Trust, lack of management skills and 
experience was identified as a barrier to partnership. An independent assessment (CHI 
report) described management's approach as fire-fighting and the trade union 
representatives expressed some reservations regarding management capability in people 
management skills. It was thought likely that the more junior managers have had less 
exposure to union-management relationships as it is senior managers who normally work 
with the unions. The experience of employees will also differ depending on the contact 
that employees have with individual managers, therefore it will be important to discuss 
what significant differences in views there are across the Trust. 
Comparison of Means 
The results show that there were some significant variations in opinion identified across 
different occupations and directorates on some of the above issues. 
Directorates 
Table 12 (appendix K12) shows that employees -From Women and Children's Services are 
more positive about the frequency of consultation on future plans and changes to working 
practices, believing that they are 'sometimes' consulted on these issues, compared to 
other directorates who felt that they were 'hardly ever' consulted on future plans and 
Diagnostic and Clinical support who felt that they were 'hardly ever' consulted on changes 
to working practices. There were also significant differences when considering 
management effectiveness. Table 13 (Appendix K13) shows that Women and Children's 
Services have a more favourable view regarding management's ability at giving 
employees the chance to comment, than employees from Diagnostic and Clinical Support 
and the 'other' category. 
Occupational Groups 
In all instances management are more positive regarding the level of consultation on 
specific issues (see table 14, appendix K14). The mean scores show that management 
feel they are frequently consulted on future plans, staffing issues and changes to working 
practices, compared with maintenance staff and PAMs who feel they are 'hardly ever' 
consulted on future plans, maintenance staff who are 'never' consulted on staffing issues 
and administrators who are 'hardly ever' consulted. In terms of changes to working 
practices both administrators and PAMs are only 'sometimes' consulted and maintenance 
staff that are 'hardly ever' consulted. Management also feel they are 'sometimes' 
consulted on pay and health and safety issues, but this compares unfavourably with 
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nursing and maintenance staff that are hardly ever consulted and administrators who are 
'never' consulted on pay issues. Maintenance staff also feel they are 'hardly ever' 
consulted on health and safety issues, while managers are 'sometimes' consulted. 
Table 15 (appendix K15) demonstrates that management believe that managers are good 
at keeping employees up to date and responding to their suggestions and nursing staff 
have a neutral view but this compares unfavourably with maintenance staff who felt that 
managers are poor on these issues. Management also believe that managers were good 
at dealing with employees work problems, whereas nursing staff and PAMs hold a neutral 
stance on this issue and maintenance staff feel that managers are poor at dealing with 
work problems and are not very supportive. Finally, management are more likely to think 
that managers are good at treating employees fairly but maintenance staff feel that they 
are poor at consulting staff. 
In all cases management as a group were positive about manager's ability / skills in these 
areas. This is to be expected as they are part of management and therefore are at a 
level in the Trust where there are likely to be more opportunities for consultation. This 
however was significantly different to maintenance staff who felt that across the board, 
managers were poor. 
II· 
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6.5) SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS FROM TRUST ONE 
6.5.1) Progress towards Partnership 
The qualitative case study data found that the Trust is working to develop a more 
partnership approach, however (based on the results of the questionnaire) employees do 
not know about partnership and are unimpressed with progress made towards developing 
trust, respect, consultation and information sharing. Despite this, management as a 
group are more likely to be aware of what partnership means and are more positive about 
the progress the Trust is making at improving relationships. In addition, while there is 
some stability, with many staff feeling fairly secure in their jobs, this is not the case for all 
groups of staff. There are different experiences, with maintenance staff and 
administrators feeling more insecure and employees who are members of a 
representative organisation are relatively more secure. 
6.5.2) The State of the Employment Relationship. 
At Trust one there has been a history of poor employee relations and a perception that 
relationships are immature, but the qualitative evidence was that there was an improving 
picture. Key players were positive that this situation was developing and that they had a 
relationship that was based on co-operation which they were trying to move towards 
problem solving and collaboration. 
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Employees were not quite as positive about the relationship between management and 
trade unions. Responses indicate that the relationship is perceived as sometimes co­
operative and that at best management have a neutral attitude towards the union. 
Moreover, 25% of respondents thought that management was not in favour of trade 
unions. The evidence from the qualitative data and the questionnaire question the level 
of knowledge that staff actually have about the relationship between management and 
trade unions. This could also be seen when examining employee views on the 
mechanisms through which the employment relationship is managed. Neutral views on 
the effectiveness of the TrusUstaff council showed that employees clearly know little 
about this mechanism and its outcomes are not communicated widely in the organisation. 
Lack of awareness suggest the forum has little relevance for staff and is a concern as this 
is where important issues about which staff should be informed. 
6.5.3) Union effectiveness I Union role. 
Despite the fact that the Trust aimed to develop staff involvement via a partnership 
approach with the trade unions, employees had no clear view on the trade unions' role at 
the Trust and many staff respondents either did not know what their role was or had no 
view. The questionnaire suggested that the trade union had a low profile in the 
organisation and at the time of the research trade unions had not become fully integrated. 
The impact that trade unions had was also brought into question, staff were not sure 
whether they made a difference or whether they were taken seriously by management. 
The union was not a very important source of information for staff and some union 
members claimed that they didn't even know who their representative was. 
6.5.4) Staff involvement 
The qualitative data also indicated that communication was felt to be central to ensuring 
improvements and a communications and staff involvement policy had been recently 
launched. It was hoped that developments would deal with the communication problems 
in the past and key respondents at the Trust highlighted that improvements had resulted. 
However, the questionnaire suggested a problem with the way the information is 
cascaded down. Communication is still thought to be very much in a top/down direction. 
While management are an important source of information for some, there is still a 
worrying use of the grapevine to keep-up-to-date with changes. 
Finally, while staff have a reasonable level of influence over their jobs, they are not sure 
whether their views are taken forward by management. There was variation between 
groups of staff with staff groups other than management either had a neutral or poor 
opinion of management's effectiveness at consulting staff. 
i' 
I; 
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6.6) TRUST TWO - The Nature of the Trust 
Trust two is a large acute trust with approximately 5, 800 employees and the 
questionnaire was administered to 1000 staff. The HR department was involved in 
encouraging responses and employees were requested to return the questionnaire to an 
internal P.O. Box. There were 100 valid responses returned, which compared favourably 
with the other Trusts. For a full breakdown of responses by occupation, department, 
union membership and job tenure see appendix L. 
6.7) PARTNERSHIP 
6.7.1) Awareness of what Partnership might mean 
It was clear from the case report (Chapter five) that there was a reasonably common 
understanding of what partnership involves, although respondents might not use the 
same wording, some common ground was obvious. Despite this common ground, there 11 1:1 
'Ii_I 
were differences in opinion between managers and trade union representatives, because 
there had been no discussion amongst the key players on what partnership would mean 
for employee relations at the Trust. In line with this lack of communication the mean 
response suggests that there has been no communication with staff on the ground either, 
with 78% of the sample responding negatively, arguing that the Trust had not explained to 
them what partnership might mean. 
Comparison of Means 
Table 16 (appendix M1) shows that there were significant differences in opinion between 
occupations over whether they felt informed of what partnership means. Management 
are more likely to know about partnership when compared with staff in Nursing, 
Administration and the other roles within the Trust. The findings could indicate that there 
has been a breakdown in communication about partnership or management are more 
likely to have it explained to them as it is seen as more relevant to their level within the 
organisation. However, the current research has indicated that for partnership to be 
successful it needs to be inclusive and, never mind what level or role staff are in the 
organisation they are all equally in need of information and to be included in discussions 
on partnership (For support see Wray, 2005). 
6.7.2) Partnership: Key Elements 
From the literature on partnership it is clear that there are several key variables that are 
commonly highlighted as important in measuring how far organisations have progressed 
towards developing their relationships along partnership lines. The qualitative interviews 
with key players highlighted the fact that there was an ad-hoc approach to developing 
partnership that seemed to be caused by a lack of any strategic thinking in the area, 
leading to (a paper commitment) some talk but not much action. The general perception 
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from the trade union representatives was that there had not been very much progress (at 
least not enough in their opinion) towards developing in these areas. However, it was 
noted that the process of building partnership was a gradual thing. 
Despite these mixed opinions, employees feel that the Trust was doing quite well at 
developing these key areas. Figure 6.3 shows that the mean responses are reasonably 
positive, with the most improvements seen in the sharing of information. 
Figure 6.3: Progress on Partnership - Key elements 
How is the Trust doing at developing partnership? 
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These views are held throughout the sample and there are no significant differences 
between any of the groups of staff. 
6.7.3) Job security 
The qualitative research indicated that security of employment was not much of an issue 
for the Trust and there was no formal non-compulsory redundancy policy or formal 
employment security guarantee. The mean responses suggest that employees feel fairly 
secure in their jobs and there had been little or no change in this situation in the last five 
years. However, there was still a small minority that felt less secure than they had done 
five years ago. The results tended to be quite consistent across the whole of the sample, 
with no significant differences between these groups highlighted. 
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6.8) THE STATE OF THE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONSHIP 
The nature of relationships and the current state of the employee relations climate at the 
Trust can give some indication of the base from which partnership will be developed. In 
the case study report the relationships were described as mature and the climate as 
developing. Trade unions have always been recognised at the Trust. Unions have the 
right to go to negotiation if there is a disagreement through long-established procedures 
that appear to work reasonably well. 
From the beginning of the research it has been important to gain a clear picture of the 
state of relationships and the Trust's readiness for partnership. The main theme picked 
up from the interviews and was acknowledged by most of the respondents was that there 
had been improvements recently to the employee relations climate, for example in terms 
of better communications; the suggestion was that there was more co-operation than in 
previous years. It seemed that on these qualitative findings the picture that was being 
painted for partnership is a positive one, the results from the questionnaire will now be 
examined to assess whether this picture is mirrored by the views of ordinary employees. 
6.8.1) Employment Relationships: Extent of Co-operation and Management's 
Attitude to the Union. 
The mean responses show that employees described the relationship between 
management and union as sometimes co-operative, and that management were more 
likely to adopt a neutral attitude towards them. These results indicate that employees feel 
that at the very least management and unions do work well together some of the time. 
The employment relationship has traditionally been a mixture of conflict and co-operation 
and recent literature on partnership claimed that even under partnership there is still the 
likelihood that there will be some conflict some of the time (For support see Woodward 
and Meek, 1995). 
Comparison of Means 
Tables 17 and 18 indicate that there are significant differences in opinIons across 
different occupational groups (appendix M2), and union membership (appendix M3). 
Respondents from other roles have a more positive view than administrators, seeing 
greater co-operation between management and trade unions at the Trust. Management 
and the professions allied to medicine (PAMs) were more likely to see management's 
view of the union as being in favour of them, compared to those in administration; and 
members of a professional body are more likely to perceive management to be in favour 
of the union compared to non-members. 
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There was a perception among management interviewees that there tended to be a 
greater understanding between the specialised professional bodies and the managers 
than with the more so-called traditional trade unions and this could go some way to 
explaining why members of professional bodies have a more favourable opinion. 
6.8.2) Union Approach I Style 
It could be argued that the attitude of management to the trade union could have been 
partly a result of the style or approach that individual unions take. Taking the comment 
above and other views expressed through the qualitative interviews it is clear that as with 
the other Trusts, different unions have different approaches, with the HR director feeling 
that Unison especially were the strongest and most well-represented and was usually 
more aggressive and focused. In addition, there was quite a widespread view amongst 
HR respondents that there had been a change in union approach, with on the whole them 
being less aggressive and a lot more open (i.e. perhaps more co-operative). The mean 
response indicates that employees see the union's approach as hostile, but the most 
frequent response (the mode - 46% of the sample) was that the union's style was actually 
co-operative. 
Comparison of Means 
Table 18 (appendix M3) shows that there were significant differences in views concerning 
union's approach, which were dependent on respondent's membership to either a trade 
union or a professional body. Trade union members are more likely to feel that the 
current trade union style was militant, whereas those who are not a member of either a 
trade union or a professional body thought that the union style was something other than 
the options stated. 
It could be argued that members of trade unions would actually prefer unions to be more 
militant and that it is more likely that union members only have contact with their union 
when the situation demands a more militant approach, such as a grievance. This could 
even be linked to earlier discussions arguing that employees may actually have little 
contact with union representatives unless they have a problem. 
6.8.3) Management Staff Forum (MSF) 
The MSF is the joint structure through which management and trade unions (staff 
representatives) come together to manage employee relations at the Trust. As with Trust 
four there were some question marks over the workings I effectiveness of this forum with 
comments that indicated that it was more of a talking shop than a meeting where things 
get decided and action is taken. It was felt that essentially it just often an information 
giving exercise, whether information is also given too late for any coherent comments to 
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be given. Ultimately, the forum was not seen as effective as it could be because of a lack 
of resources and representatives. 
Another concern highlighted was the lack of communication and information flowing from 
the forum to the rest of employees and this had led to calls that the relationship and 
therefore any partnership was elitist and benefited only a select few from management 
and lead union representatives. The qualitative interviews drew attention to the fact that 
there have already been discussions about raiSing the profile of the MSF, but the 
questionnaire sought to test whether this had any impact. 
The mean responses indicate that employees typically held a neutral position on the 
effectiveness of the MSF, which could suggest that they don't have enough knowledge or 
experience of the forum to be able to comment either way. The means also show that 
employees agreed that they knew relatively little about the group (Le. 58% of the sample). 
These findings suggest that employees are not aware of the MSF and its role at the Trust. 
Communication is poor and staff are not kept adequately informed of what goes on at 
these meetings and the Trust does not seem to be doing enough to make this forum and 
what goes on there accessible to ordinary employees. While this could mean that they 
are just not interested, the Trust could do more to make it more relevant to them. In 
addition, the trade unions also have to keep their members informed of any issues that 
are pertinent to their situation. These results highlight the continuing importance of 
developing and raiSing awareness of these joint structures among the Trust's staff. 
Comparison of Means 
Tables 19 and 20 (appendices M4 and M5) indicate that there are significant differences 
between occupational groups in the extent to which they feel their views are represented 
at the MSF and differences by union membership over being informed about what goes 
on at these meetings. Management gave a more positive response and felt that on the 
whole their views were more likely to be represented than the opinion of admin and 
clerical. Members of a professional body feel they were more likely to find out what goes 
on compared to trade union members. The results could indicated that professional 
bodies are more likely to be better at communicating what goes on, or that members of a 
professional body are just more positive in their views of the Trust's handling of the forum. 
The interviews drew attention to the need to raise the profile of the MSF because it was 
perceived that a large majority of staff are unaware that it exists and do not realise they 
can raise issues and the results of the questionnaire seem to confirm this fact. As stated 
in the case study report the MSF review group was set up to consider how to make the 
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group more effective, but it does not seem to have led to any improvements in the eyes of 
staff, as yet. 
6.8.4) Union Effectiveness (Barriers to Partnership) 
The effectiveness of staff side was another aspect that was emphasised through 
discussions as causing a barrier to partnership and was also impeding progress towards 
developing a more effective Management Staff Forum. This was, as far as management 
was concerned, a lack skills and experience, whereas the union's view was that it was a 
lack of time and resources. Improvements in effectiveness were needed if the unions 
were to contribute and playa constructive role in the relationship. 
It has been argued in the literature that for the union to be effective in a partnership 
organisation / relationship they need to have a strong independent agenda, as members 
are the union's strength to deliver what the member's want. Therefore, the views of union 
members are gained on whether the union provides good representation and deals with 
member's problems by providing a strong and independent face against management 
when necessary. 
An examination of the sample means shows that employees agreed that the union did 
take notice of member's problems (3.64) but were more likely to hold a neutral view on 
whether they were taken seriously by management (3.48), whether they made an impact 
on what is was like to work at the Trust (3.15) and their personal satisfaction with union 
representation (3.13). 
In order for the union to play any genuine role in partnership they must be representative 
of the workforce, to have some voice from the ground. It has been stated that it is 
espeCially important from management's point of view that this actually takes place, as 
this is one of the benefits derived from working with unions in partnership in the first 
place. However, the neutral view on union representation could be explained by the fact 
that many respondents commented in the open question that followed that they have not 
had much contact with their union representatives. It could be that they feel that they can't 
really comment on the effectiveness of the representation that they have not received. 
6.9) STAFF INVOLVEMENT 
6.9.1) Information Giving I Sharing - Communication Mechanisms 
One of the key elements highlighted as being important for partnership and discussed 
earlier was increased information sharing and one aspect of this is the wider development 
of the organisation becoming more open. The communication systems are well 
developed and there is a central communications department that co-ordinates the whole 
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of the communications at the Trust. There are a wide range of mechanisms in place from 
written newsletters and magazines to opportunities for face to face discussions on an ad 
hoc basis with senior individuals within the Trust. However, there are no formal team 
briefings that allow two-way discussions on a regular basis. Despite well-developed 
mechanisms there was a perception from the staff side that there is an overload of 
communications with staff which is leading to a decrease in the effectiveness of these 
mechanisms and a loss of subsequent credibility. 
It was claimed by the trade union representatives respondents that the Trust did share 
information and the amount had increased over recent years. However, the point was 
made that an increase in the need to share information had also increased and was 
inevitable due to the extensive changes going on in the NHS. There seemed to have 
been an improvement (even if not enough), the results below will be used to assess 
whether this increase in information was also the case as far as employees were 
concerned. 
The mean responses indicate that staff held a neutral view on whether they were satisfied 
with the information that they received but they did agree that there had been a change in 
the amount I of information received over the last five years and felt that there had been 
an increase in information. 
Comparison of Means 
There were some significant differences depending on what directorate (Table 21, 
appendix M6) or the occupation of the respondents (Table 22, appendix M7). The results 
show that the Diagnostic and Clinical Support Directorate and management as an 
occupational group are more satisfied with the information that they receive compared 
with Administrators who are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the information. As far 
as the amount of change over recent years it is again management as a group who are 
more likely to have seen a rise in the level of information they receive and the Significant 
difference is with Administrators. In addition, the staff from the Diagnostic and Clinical 
Directorate feel as though they have received more information, whereas Surgical 
Services believe that the amount of information that they have received has stayed the 
same. 
6.9.2) Sources of information 
For most staff it is their immediate supervisor who is their most important source of 
information, with 26% of respondents agreeing that the grapevine was their most 
important source of information. What was interesting was that 41 % of the sample felt 
that the trade union as a source of information was the least important. The 
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memo/newsletter was also quite important as a source of information as 27% of the 
sample agreed that this was the second most important source and 32% agreeing that it 
was their third most important source of information. 
Comparison of Means 
There were significant differences between occupational groups (Table 22, appendix M7) 
and on the basis of trade union membership (Table 23, appendix M8). For management 
and members of a professional body, their immediate supervisor is a more important 
source of information than it is for administrators, union members or for non-members. 
Also, for staff who are not members of any association the grapevine is a more important 
source of information than it is for those who are members of a professional body. 
Finally, while trade unions were not a very important source, they are a more important 
source for PAMs than they are for management. 
6.9.3) PartiCipation linfluence in Job 
The mean responses indicate that staff believe that they have 'quite a lot' of influence on 
decisions about their jobs and how they are performed, and also feel that their 
supervisors are receptive to their suggestions. Employees also feel that they have an 
average amount of influence over their workgroup and wider decisions that affect their 
job, and overall satisfaction of influence. 
Comparison of Means 
As was indicated in the case study report there is a perception that there is variation 
across directorates and areas within the Trust as far as good practice is concerned. 
Tables 24, 25 and 26 show that there were indeed significant differences across 
directorates (appendix M9), occupational groups (appendix M1 0) and union membership 
(appendix M11). 
Surgical Services feel significantly less satisfied than a number of other directorates on 
the above items. Respondents from the Surgical Services Directorate tend to feel they 
have an average amount of influence, compared with staff from Diagnostics and Clinical 
Support perceiving that they have quite a lot of influence over decisions that affect their 
job and overall satisfaction with influence. All directorates (except 'other') feel 
significantly more satisfied that their superiors are receptive to their ideas and 
suggestions than the Surgical Services Directorate. Influence over the workgroup, over 
decisions that affect their jobs, superior's receptivity and overall influence over 
organisational decisions were where significant differences between occupations were 
found. Administrators are less satisfied with the amount of influence that they have 
compared with management in all aspects and Nursing staff in influence over the 
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workgroup. As might have been expected management as a group feel they have at least 
'quite a lot' of influence in these areas. As they are at a certain level in the Trust, they are 
likely to be involved more frequently and to a larger extent than other groups of staff. 
Members of professional bodies and recognised trade unions seem more satisfied with 
their level of influence compared with those respondents who are not members of any 
group. However, concerning overall satisfaction with influence over organisational 
decisions, members of a professional body seem more satisfied than respondents from a 
recognised trade union. 
6.9.4) Consultation (Management Effectiveness) 
As stated earlier, the effectiveness of both sides in delivering partnership is essential and 
so this section assesses the readiness of management to work in a partnership 
organisation. For example, to start with, how democratic do staff believe their managers 
are? 
Figure 6.4: Management Style - How Democratic is Management? 
-c: C1I 
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Figure 6.4 shows that on average employees feel that management are neither 
democratic nor undemocratic, and favour the middle ground to describe management's 
consultative style. The mean responses indicate that employees believe that they are 
'sometimes' consulted on future plans, changes to working practices and health and 
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safety issues, while they believe that they are 'hardly ever' consulted on staffing and pay 
issues. The mean scores also suggest that employees have a neutral position when 
asked about how effective managers are at communicating with and treating their staff. 
The lowest of these scores were related to giving employees the chance to comment and 
their manager's receptivity to suggestions. These comments from the open questions 
illustrate the views of respondents such as, "there is not enough discussion with staff 
before decisions are made" and "the problem isn't that no-one listens or asks for opinions 
but that our opinions are usually not considered or no action is taken when problems are 
pointed out". 
Comparison of Means 
Tables 27, 28 and 29 (appendices M12, M13 and M14) show that there were also 
significant differences across directorates, occupational groups, and union membership. 
Employees from the Diagnostic and Clinical Services Directorate take the most positive 
view believing that they are 'frequently' asked their opinion on future plans, staffing 
issues, changes to working practices and health and safety issues. The Women and 
Children's Directorate also felt that they were 'sometimes' consulted on future plans and 
these scores were significantly different from those respondents from administration 
feeling they are 'hardly ever' consulted on all these issues and medical services that are 
'hardly ever' consulted on staffing issues. Employees from the Medical services 
directorate also believe that they are 'sometimes' consulted on changes to working 
practices that is significantly different from employees in the Administration directorate 
who feel that they are 'hardly ever' consulted on this issue. The Diagnostic and Clinical 
Services Directorate also have a more positive view about their manager's ability at 
keeping staff up to date of proposed changes and treating staff fairly. This was 
significantly different from the surgical services directorate whose employees had a 
neutral position on these issues. The Medical, Women and Children's and Diagnostic 
and Clinical Services directorates all felt that manager's were good at dealing with 
employee's problems compared to the Surgical Directorate that felt that manager's were 
poor at this issue. 
Management believed that they are 'sometimes' consulted on staffing and health and 
safety issues compared to administrators who felt that they are 'hardly ever' consulted. 
Management also had a more positive view on pay issues, feeling that they are 
'sometimes' consulted, while nursing staff believed that they were 'never' consulted and 
administrators who were 'hardly ever' consulted on this issue. Management believed that 
their manager's were good at treating employees fairly, compared to nursing staff and 
administrators who held a neutral position. 
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Union members believed that they were sometimes consulted on future plans and 
changes to working practices and this was significantly different than non-members that 
believed that they were hardly ever consulted on these issues. There was also a 
significant difference between the views of members of a professional body who believed 
they were sometimes consulted on changes to working practices, compared to non­
members who felt that they were hardly ever consulted. Members of a professional body 
were more likely to feel that management was good at treating employees fairly 
compared to non-members who held a neutral position. 
6.10) SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS FROM TRUST TWO 
In summary, the qualitative findings suggested that there had not been enough progress 
in the key elements of developing partnership, but employees on average feel that they 
are doing okay in improving in these areas and despite having no formal employment 
security guarantees, employees felt fairly secure in their jobs (perhaps a feature of the 
labour market where there is full employment). Employee relations are seen by the main 
players in the Trusts as developing and employees agreed that the relationship between 
management and union was sometimes cooperative, but also held neutral views on 
whether the union was taken seriously by management. In addition, the main players felt 
that staff were not kept fully informed of what went on at the management staff forum and 
this was confirmed by the questionnaire results that found that employees were not aware 
that this forum existed. 
6.10.1) Staff Involvement 
Finally, despite well developed communication mechanisms, staff were neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied with the level of consultation. In the qualitative findings there was a 
suggestion from some of the union representatives that there was an information 
overload that was leading these mechanisms to become ineffective. However, from the 
results of the questionnaire it seems that perhaps the union representatives are loosing 
touch with the views of their members / employees. The questions regarding influence 
over their job and workgroup point towards staff feeling reasonably satisfied with the level 
of involvement/influence they have. Responses from the qualitative phase of the work 
suggested that the Trust believes in partnership with its staff, not simply with the trade 
union (ex union rep), however the Human Resources Director talked about the need to 
increase union involvement and expressed the need to have a full time representative. It 
could be concluded that based on the quantitative evidence, the relevance of trade 
unions to staff is questioned and the data suggests that they have a low profile in the 
Trust. 
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The results also suggested that the Trust was not fully committed to being open with staff 
on a full range of issues. Employees felt that they were sometimes consulted on future 
plans and changes to working practices, but less so on staffing and pay issues. There 
were different experiences across staff groups and directorates with one particular 
directorate having a significantly more negative experience of staff involvement 
consultation. Whereas, members of a union or a professional body have a more positive 
experience, and as expected management tend to have more influence over decisions. 
6.11) TRUST FOUR - The Nature of the Trust 
Trust four is an acute Trust with approximately 3500 employees and the questionnaire 
was administered to 1000 of these. The author was not involved personally in the 
handing out of the questionnaires, instead they were handed to departmental heads for 
employees in their department and reply envelopes were included for them to be 
returned. The response rate was quite high with 33% of the sample returning their 
questionnaire, compared with only 10% at the other Trusts. For a full breakdown of 
responses by occupation, department, union membership and job tenure at the Trust (see 
appendix N). 
6.12) PARTNERSHIP 
6.12.1) Awareness of What Partnership might mean 
After having stressed the importance of ensuring that all key players have the same 
understanding of what partnership is, it is equally important that all ordinary employees 
are at least aware of what this common understanding is. As stated in the qualitative 
findings, it is recognised that partnership is not just between the Human Resource 
Department, trade union representatives and a few managers, but it is about partnership 
with staff. Despite this acknowledgment from the key players, there is not much 
awareness of what partnership means at the Trust amongst ordinary staff. 
Table 30 (Appendix 01) shows the mean score (1.77), that is 76% of respondents that 
were not aware of partnership as it had not been explained to them. This was the view 
across the whole of the Trust with no significant differences found between the different 
groups selected for the comparison of means. 
It should be noted however that just because employees were not aware of what the term 
partnership might mean, this doesn't mean that the Trust is not delivering on partnership. 
Its activities could be disguised under a different name. However, it should become 
clearer, on progress in this area by breaking down and examining the key elements 
associated with partnership. The following section attempts to do this. 
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6.12.2) Partnership: Key elements. 
There have been four common variables associated with partnership and it was important 
to investigate whether there had been any progress in delivering positively on these 
issues. It was clear from the interviews with key players at the Trust that they are aware 
of these key elements, and recognised them as important for developing partnership. 
Figure 6.5: Progress on Partnership: Key Elements 
How is the Trust doing at developing partnership? 
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Figure 6.5 above shows the mean scores on each of these variables and indicates that 
on average respondents felt that the Trust was dOing neither well nor poorly in these 
areas. However, in comparison, there was a slightly more favourable picture in terms of 
information sharing, where 30% of the sample felt that there was some improvement and 
the Trust sharing more information with its staff. 
In summary, it seems that the results on this question are mixed, showing that people are 
not that convinced that the Trust is doing enough to develop partnership. There were 
some variations in experience across the Trust by roles, departments and union 
membership. 
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Comparison of means across departments. (Table 30, Appendix 01) 
There are significant differences of opinion between the Nursing and Patient Care 
Directorate who were more positive about the Trust's progress in improving trust and 
respect, compared with the Trauma and Orthopaedics Directorate. 
Comparison of Means across Occupations. (Table 31, Appendix 02) 
The results here show that Administrators feel that the Trust is doing better in terms of 
increasing trust levels compared to the nurses, as there is a significant difference in the 
mean scores. In addition, administrators, managers and PAMs felt that the Trust was 
doing better at increasing respect compared with nursing staff. Finally, in terms of 
differences between occupations, it seems clear that while there was a significant 
difference between groups when ANOVA was conducted on the increased consultation 
variable (at .033), when the more sensitive Tukey's test was run there were no longer 
significant differences between any of the particular occupations (See table 31). 
Comparison of Means: Union membership? (Table 32, Appendix 03). 
Table 32 indicates that Union members' are less satisfied with the increases in the 
relevant variables. This is unexpected as it could be argued that further involvement of 
the union would actually mean that union members get a better deal in a partnership 
environment and therefore would be likely to have a positive view on the Trust's progress. 
One interpretation could be that the union is not very good at communicating to their 
members and so they are feeling less satisfied. In addition, management could be less 
concerned with communicating with union members as they assume that the union is 
providing this information and so their priority is to the non-members. It could be argued 
however that union members have further raised expectations to higher levels than non­
members and so are less satisfied with what they are actually receiving, therefore 
indicating a mismatch between expectations and reality. These results are in contrast with 
the views of some commentators (e.g. Hyman, 1994), who has suggested that there is a 
representation gap between union members who have the union to keep them informed 
and other non-union staff that have to rely on the organisation's communication 
mechanisms. 
6.12.3) Progress on Job Security 
It has been argued that job security can be a feature of an organisation favourable to and 
ready for partnership (the organisational climate) and can be an indication of the health of 
the Trust (IPA, 1992; 1997). Despite the lack of a formal commitment to job security or 
the existence of a non-compulsory redundancy policy, the mean scores indicate that 
employees feel fairly secure in their jobs and there has been little or no change in the last 
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five years since the NHSE and the government has been promoting the idea of 
partnership. 
6.12.4) Level of Trust in the Organisation 
Table 30 (Appendix 01) indicates through the mean score that in general employees trust 
the organisation 'somewhat' to keep their promises, however, there were significant 
differences in opinion between different groups across the Trust on this variable that 
suggests a less encouraging picture (see tables 30 and 32 - appendices 01 and 03). 
Comparison ofmeans 
Based on results from AN OVA and Tukey tests, there are statistically significant 
differences across occupational groups and union membership. Union members have a 
less positive view, having only a little trust in the organisation to keep their promises, 
compared to non-members. Nursing staff also have only a little trust in the organisation, 
compared to both administration and management whom take a more positive stance on 
this issue. 
6.13) THE STATE OF THE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONSHIP 
The nature of the employee relations climate is important to understand when examining 
whether partnership will be possible. In order to examine partnership type employment 
relationship, the research has considered different views and opinions from different 
levels and individuals within the Trust on what the relationship between management and 
trade union is like. In the literature partnership is claimed to involve a movement from 
relationships based on conflict to those based on co-operation and compromise (e.g. 
Overall, 1997). However, in reality other research (e.g. Hyman, 2005) has found that it is 
more realistic to still expect some degree of both conflict and co-operation. 
It was clear from the qualitative interviews that the general perception is that employee 
relations at the Trust were reasonable, despite a less positive view being gleaned from 
the TU convenor. The questionnaire collected data from ordinary employees on their 
perception on the state of employee relations at the Trust in order to be able to assess 
whether the qualitative interviews gave a fair representation of what relationships were 
like between management, staff and their representatives. Secondly, it aimed to examine 
the extent to which relationships are co-operative in an attempt to assess progress made 
towards partnership. 
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6.13.1) Employment Relationships: Extent of Co-Operation and Management's 
Attitude To The Union. 
Table 33 (Appendix 04) mean scores show that the majority felt the relationship was 
sometimes co-operative, that is 60% of the sample. The table also indicates that 
employees perceived that management had a neutral attitude towards the union (48% of 
respondents), whereas only 24% felt that management were in favour of trade unions. 
I n an organisation that practices partnership, one might expect to have (in theory) a highly 
co-operative relationship. It could be argued that a relationship that is sometimes co­
operative is expected and indicates that the Trust is in the process of developing 
partnership. In addition, the results could simply reflect the natural rhythm of ups and 
downs (Le. periods of co-operation and conflict) experienced in managing the 
employment relationship. 
Comparison of means across occupations. 
The results shown in table 33 (Appendix 04) indicate that typically employees from the 
Trauma and Orthopaedics Directorate hold the view that management is neutral towards 
trade unions, whereas employees from Nursing and Patient Care are more positive in 
their view. They feel that management is more likely to be in favour of working with Trade 
unions and this may highlight how dependent partnership is on working relationships 
between immediate managers and trade union representatives in those particular 
departments. 
6.13.2) Union Style I Approach 
A clearer picture emerges when examining respondent's perceptions of the approach that 
the union takes. It is not only how management reacts to the union that is important but 
the approach that the union takes in working towards its objectives. Earlier discussions 
suggested that the different unions tend to have different styles and there are different 
individuals who also vary in terms of their skills, experience and the time they have to get 
involved. Table 6.46(Appendix N4) showing the mean scores, indicates that the average 
response was that the union's style was hostile. A small majority of 45% agreed that the 
trade unions approach at the Trust was co-operative, however almost as many (40%) did 
not know or didn't have a view. This could be suggesting that they do not have much to 
do with trade unions or are not interested, or don't see them as relevant. 
Comparison of Means: Union membership? (Table 34, Appendix 05) 
The ANOVA and Tukey tests highlighted significant variations in opinion between staff 
who were members of a professional body and those staff who were not members of any 
representative body. Members of a professional body felt that the current union's style 
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was more likely to be militant, whereas the typical response for respondents who were 
not a member of either a trade union or a professional body were nearer to having no 
view or responding that it is something else other than the options stated. 
6.13.3) The Joint Staff Negotiation Group 
In the individual case study report, this group was described as the main mechanism 
through which the Trust manages its relationships between management and trade 
unions and would also be used as a forum to discuss and develop partnership. As the 
Trust is not planning to develop any alternative machinery it therefore becomes important 
that this group works effectively and employees are at least aware that it exists. The 
qualitative findings suggested that there were question marks over the effectiveness and 
impact of this group. Specifically the key players involved felt that both sides were not 
contributing effectively. 
Table 35 (Appendix 06) shows that the mean scores indicate that respondents hold a 
neutral position about the effectiveness of the group, which could suggest that they don't 
know enough about the forum to be able to comment. The mean scores also showed that 
employees agreed that they knew little about the group, which was 49% of the sample. 
These findings were reinforced by the comments made by staff in the open question 
when asked what improvements could be made to the group; a large number of 
comments indicated a complete lack of awareness of the role of the JSNG. A common 
quote was "I have never heard if it, what is it?" 
6.14) BARRIERS TO PARTNERSHIP 
The capability of individuals involved to deliver under partnership was a theme that was 
highlighted strongly throughout the qualitative stage of the research and therefore data 
were collected on the employee's perception of trade union and management 
effectiveness. 
6.14.1) Union involvement and effectiveness 
Union involvement in partnership is one area where there remains some controversy. 
The literature highlights questions over whether trade unions are ready to be involved in 
partnership in terms of the skills, attitudes and experience and whether they have the 
time and are given the opportunity to get involved. Union effectiveness was highlighted as 
a major barrier towards the development of partnership at this Trust. 
Table 36 (Appendix 07) shows that while employees believed that the trade union took 
notice of members' problems; employees held a neutral position about whether they were 
taken seriously by management and whether they made an impact on what it was like to 
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work at the Trust. These results give some indication of the ability of the union to 
represent employee's views and the overall effectiveness of the union. Employee's 
personal satisfaction with the effectiveness of the union to represent their views was also 
considered and the mean scores show that employees don't have a clear opinion on 
whether they are satisfied. The neutral view highlighted by the mean scores could 
indicate that the union is simply doing an okay job, or respondents could have felt that the 
question was not relevant and they did not have the knowledge to comment. Another 
explanation could be that they were not a member of the union or they had not been in a 
situation where they have had to seek union representation. 
The union seems to have a legitimate role at the Trust with the appointment of a trade 
union convenor role paid for by the Trust. However, employees' perceive that 
management are neutral towards the union and they are not taken seriously. In the 
qualitative interviews there was also the perception that they are growing in presence, but 
the questionnaire results show a different story. There is no evidence that ordinary 
employees are aware that the union has a stronger presence in the Trust. Just because 
employees feel that they don't have any particularly important role this may be because 
they are not informed sufficiently about what is going on. It could be argued that this 
highlights the need to publicise union involvement, and indicates the importance that the 
union itself needs to place on communicating its involvement in Trust matters to the 
employees and their members. 
Comparison of Means 
Tables 37 and 38 (Appendices 08 and 09) show that based on ANOVA and Tukey tests 
there are significant differences across occupations and union membership. Members of 
professional bodies have a more positive view regarding union effectiveness (specifically 
that unions do take notice of member's problems) and are more satisfied that union 
members and non-members about union representation. Management as a group of staff 
are also clearly more satisfied than nursing staff. These results could therefore suggest 
that professional bodies are seen as more effective than traditional trade unions and that 
management believe that they getting a better deal from their union. 
Some initial conclusions: Discussion and review of progress towards developing 
Partnership. 
The qualitative stage was able to identify the steps that the Trust has taken in the process 
of developing partnership. Through the interviews it was suggested that in order to 
develop partnership there needed to be some changes and improvements to the Joint 
Staff Negotiating Group (JSNG) and progress had already been made in dealing with 
these issues (such as the apPOintment of the trade union convenor) and an away-day to 
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start developing partnership working. In line with this, the questionnaire indicated little or 
no evidence that progress was being made or that front line employees are involved or 
have been communicated to about this. For example, employees certainly don't seem to 
know much about the JSNG. 
There appears to be a strong and stated belief (evidenced through interviews with key 
players at the Trust from both management and trade union sides) that you can't have 
partnership without involving staff, however, it seems clear that staff don't actually feel 
that involved, especially in discussions on partnership. It remains to be seen how 
involved staff feel in other aspects of the Trust's business and their working life. The next 
section of results will examine the extent to which staff feel involved as it could be argued 
that this is needed for the successful implementation of a partnership culture. In addition, 
as the qualitative stage suggested the non-involvement of some groups in the process of 
developing partnership was causing problems, the results will identify whether any 
particular group of staff are not being sufficiently involved. 
6.15) STAFF INVOLVEMENT 
One of the main building blocks of the IPA's model of partnership is information and 
consultation and in the NHS there is a very clear link to staff involvement, it actually forms 
one of the cornerstones of the service's partnership approach. The Trust states that 
communication is at the centre of their approach to employee relations and a range of 
both face to face (e.g. team brief) and written communication mechanisms (e.g. 
newsletter and staff magazine) are in place. There is a communications strategy and 
communications forum through which staff should have the opportunity to be informed 
(about issues raised at the Board), and to comment on and raise issues of concern. The 
aim of this forum and other mechanisms are to share information with staff, and the 
questionnaire examined to what extent employees feel this is successful. 
6.15.1) Information Giving I Sharing - Communication mechanisms 
In an organisation practising partnership one would expect management and the Trust in 
general to be more open with its staff and their representatives. Therefore the next set of 
questions examined how satisfied staff were with the information that they receive and 
through which channels this information is communicated (ranked in perceived order of 
importance). 
6.15.2) Sources of Information for staff at the Trust 
The most important source of information for staff is their immediate supervisor, with 38% 
of the sample agreeing this. The second most important source of information tended to 
be the grapevine (with 23% of the sample), which could indicate that after their immediate 
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supervisor, rumour is the main source of information, and much information is shared 
through more informal channels of communication. This means that the Trust has less 
control over the information that is given to staff and it could also indicate that staff resort 
to the grapevine because other communication mechanisms are ineffective or staff's 
perception of them is that they don't give accurate information. Finally, the union was the 
least important source of information for all groups of staff at the Trust. 
Comparison of Means 
Tables 39, 40 and 41 (Appendices 010, 011 and 012) show that based on ANOVA and 
Tukey tests there are significant differences in opinion across directorates, occupational 
groups and union membership. The memo/newsletter is a more important source of 
information for Maternity, and the Surgical Directorate than for the Nursing and Patient 
Care Directorate. It is also significant that it is also a more important source for Nurses, 
Admin/ clerical, and Management as compared to the PAMs occupational group. The 
team-brief is more important to PAMs than the nursing population at the Trust and in the 
same way, professional bodies see the team brief as more important than union members 
in informing staff about what is going on. 
6.15.3) Satisfaction with the amount and quality of information received. 
The mean scores show that employees took a neutral stance to whether they were 
satisfied with the both the quality and quantity of information they had received. Staff felt 
that there had been no change over the amount they had received over the last five 
years, however a small minority (45%) believed that there had been an increase in the 
amount of information from the Trust. It is likely that this is due to the larger amounts of 
information that the Trust is required to communicate with staff. Some of the open 
questions reinforce this in explaining why this might be the case, with comments such as 
'There are more pressures on management now to consult with employees". 
6.15.4) Participation I Influence. 
This section examines the amount of influence that employees feel they have concerning 
issues surrounding their job and immediate work group, and also the extent of their 
superior's receptivity to any suggestions for improvement that the staff may proffer. Table 
42 (Appendix 013) of means scores indicates that employees are satisfied, believing that 
they had 'quite a lot' of influence over how they performed their job, but they feel they 
have only 'an average amount' of influence over the workgroup, decisions that affect their 
job, and they believe that superiors listen to staff's suggestions only 'an average amount'. 
Employees also have a neutral stance on their overall satisfaction with their influence in 
organisational decisions that affect them 
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Comparison of means 
Tables 42 and 43 (Appendices 013 and 014) show that based on ANOVA and Tukey 
tests there are statistically significant differences in opinion across directorates and 
occupational groups. If we examine these results it seems that the Medical and 
Diagnostic Imaging departments feel that they only have average amounts of influence 
over how their job is performed. In comparison, the Surgical Directorate, Oncology and 
Nursing and Patient Care all believe they have quite a lot of influence over how their jobs 
are performed. As far as influence over decisions which affect staff's jobs, on average 
staff from the Medical Directorate feel they have too little influence, whereas the Surgical 
Directorate, Oncology and Nursing and Patient Care are not as dissatisfied with their level 
of influence, feeling that they have an average amount, or quite a lot (Oncology). Staff 
from Diagnostic Imaging feel that their superiors listen to their ideas and suggestions an 
average amount. However, significantly, the Surgical Directorate and Oncology both feel 
positive in terms of their superior's approach to listening and being receptive to staff's 
ideas, typically with staff from these directorates feeling that superiors are open to their 
suggestions and ideas "quite a lot". 
Management as an occupational group are more satisfied in terms of the amount of 
influence that they have, reporting having a great deal or quite a lot of influence on all 
issues. There are significant differences between management and all other 
occupational groups, who all have a more negative perception, especially regarding 
influence over how the job is performed. There are also variations in opinion between 
management and nursing over the influence that they have over their workgroup, over 
decisions which affect their job and also when considering satisfaction with their overall 
levels of influence over the Trust's organisational decisions. 
In summary, in terms of the influence that staff feel they have, while the results looked 
generally positive overall, when looking at the variations of views across different groups 
there is a significant variation in that influence. 
6.15.5) Consultation 
Management effectiveness has also been highlighted as a barrier to partnership and 
therefore under this section on consultation, employee's perceptions on how good 
managers at the Trust are at delivering staff involvement is assessed. The IPA (1997) 
claims that there will be an improvement in participation in both operational and strategic 
decisions in a partnership organisation. This section aims to examine the readiness of 
management to embrace partnership and be open to having a partnership relationship 
with the union and also with their staff. 
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Figure 6.6: Management Style - How democratic is management? 
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Figure 6.6 shows that on average employees feel that management are neither very 
democratic nor undemocratic, and favour the middle ground to describe management's 
consultative style. The next section examines how effective managers are at consulting 
their staff on various issues. 
The mean scores show that employees believe that they are 'sometimes' consulted on 
future plans, changes to working practices and health and safety, while they believe that 
they are 'hardly ever' consulted on staffing and pay issues. The scores also suggest that 
employees have a neutral position when asked about how effective managers are at 
communicating with and treating their staff. The lowest of these scores was related to 
their manager's receptivity to suggestions. The results would seem to suggest that while 
managers are good at communicating information and listening to staff's views, when it 
comes to acting on these, staff are not as satisfied that they respond to their suggestions. 
This finding is supported by the comments from an open question that read "managers 
listen but do not act". 
Comparison of Means 
Tables 44 and 45 (Appendices 015 and 016) show that based on ANOVA and Tukey 
tests there are statistically significant differences of opinion across directorates and 
occupational groups. The Professions Allied to Medicine (PAMs) feel more positive than 
nursing staff about the frequency with which they are consulted on the above issues. 
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This group of respondents is more likely to feel that they are sometimes consulted on 

changes to work practices. 

The Nursing and Patient Care Directorate is more positive about their manager's ability to 

keep them up-to-date about proposed changes feeling that they are good at doing this, 

compared to staff in the Child Health Directorate who take a neutral stance on this issue. 

The administrators Iclerical occupational group are more positive about how management 

responds to suggestions and deals with employee problems compared to the Nurses and 

the other categories. PAMs have a more positive view than nursing staff, believing that 

managers are good at treating employees fairly, whereas nurses held a neutral position. 

6.16) SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS FROM TRUST FOUR 

6.16.1) Progress towards Partnership 

The results indicate a limited awareness of partnership and a neutral view on the 

progress made towards developing the key elements in a partnership approach. There is 

a significant difference between two particular directorates within this and nursing staff 

are less positive about progress compared to other occupational groups. Interestingly, 

trade union members tend to have a significantly lower opinion regarding progress. 

These results suggest that further variations across groups of staff are likely when 

examining these key variables in more detail. 

6.16.2) The State of the Employment Relationship 

These findings suggest that in general employees feel that management are quite neutral 

towards the existence of trade unions. It could be that trade unions have always been a 

feature within the health service and ordinary employees are alert to their presence but 

not necessarily informed about their relationship with management. As indicated by the 

trade union convenor in an interview, the union representatives don't have much contact 

with the middle tier of management. Therefore, this might explain why most of the 

ordinary employees asked might not be aware of what the unions are doing. It could also 

be argued that this is evidence that the concept and the practice of partnership is not a 

widespread feature across the Trust, because it could be the case that it just involves the 

few main key players. 

6.16.3) Union effectiveness I Union Role. 

Conclusions on the effectiveness and employee awareness of the JSNG. 

As indicated by the qualitative data the JSNG was being used to manage the relationship 

between management and staff through their union representatives. Within this the group 

was playing a key role in facilitating the development of partnership and staff involvement. 

While a large number of the sample had heard about the JSNG, they actually didn't know 
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-much about it. The results suggest that the Trust is not doing enough to communicate to 
ordinary staff what is going on at this forum. Trade union representatives might also need 
to take some responsibility for this as this may be an indication that both management 
and trade unions are not effective at communicating what goes on at these meetings to 
the rest of the Trust. Despite the minutes of such meetings being available this does not 
seem to be enough to raise the profile of the group or to communicate its outcomes. As 
the name suggests this is a forum where management and staff should be coming 
together, however a large number of staff are not kept informed about what goes on at 
this forum. Could this indicate the level of importance that is placed on this forum and 
ultimately the Trust's commitment to building a partnership approach throughout the 
organisation? 
Conclusions / discussion on Union involvement and effectiveness. 
Again, the results indicate that the profile of the union needs to be improved and 
awareness raised of the union's expanded role at the Trust in partnership. It still seems to 
be the case that the union is only contacted when there is a problem that needs to be 
addressed or dealt with. When respondents were asked to comment on the origin of their 
views (Le. why they felt the way they did) about union representation, comments such as 
"I have had no need to contact the union representative" indicated that the unions are 
only seen as important or relevant if a situation arises where their services are needed 
(Le. normally a problem or grievance). 
6.16.4) Staff Involvement 
In summary, while employees are reasonably happy with the influence they have in some 
quarters, they are not as satisfied with management and the extent to which they consult 
employees on certain issues. Management style had not moved all the way towards a 
more democratic approach and as was clear from qualitative interviews there had been a 
very dictatorial style of management. While evidence from employees suggests some 
movement away from the dictatorial style of the past, there is still some way to go until 
staff view management as being democratic; perhaps questioning management side's 
effectiveness in delivering genuine partnership. The interviews conducted with key 
players at the Trust highlighted s.ome disagreement, with HR claiming that there is an 
open and inclusive attitude at board level whereas the unions feeling that there was still a 
very much top down management approach. The questionnaire results don't seem to 
clearly resolve this disagreement, the reality is more likely to be somewhere in between 
the two pOSitions. 
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'2 
6.17) CONCLUSIONS ACROSS THREE TRUSTS 
The chapter has considered the findings of the employee questionnaire and compared 
these with the views of key respondents gathered during the qualitative stage of the 
research. In concluding this chapter it will be important to consider the prospects for 
partnership, after having examined the views of ordinary employees. 
6.17.1) Awareness of Partnership at Trust Level 
In all Trusts the results of the questionnaire indicated that employees are not aware of 
what partnership might mean and it has not been explained to them by the Trust. The 
results show that in both Trusts One and Two it is management that are more likely to 
have had partnership explained to them. As awareness tends to be more of a feature in 
these positions this might suggest that the development of partnership is stilted and that 
the message becomes diluted throughout the organisation. This could explain why there 
is a relatively indifferent response from employees who responded to the questionnaire. 
It was suggested in the early stages of the research that while there was a huge amount 
of good will among staff that if they were asked about the term partnership then they 
would not be aware of it, at least not in that name. If this evidence is coupled with the 
previous literature, it is clear that 'ordinary' or rank and file employees are often neglected 
in the process of developing partnership and this can be seen as having a negative 
impact on the development of partnership. 
6.17.2) Progress towards Partnership 
An overall assessment of how well the Trusts are doing at developing partnership 
indicated that on average employees feel that management are doing neither well nor 
poorly, the highest scores were in terms of increased information sharing. 
6.17.3) The State of the Employment Relationship 
Employees at all Trusts believed that the relationship between management and trade 
unions was sometimes co-operative and the attitude of management towards the union 
was neutral. Despite this there were certain groups of staff that believed that 
management were in favour of the trade unions (e.g. management and PAMs in Trust 
Two and staff from the nursing and patient care directorate in Trust Four). This would 
certainly not indicate a widespread view of a highly co-operative relationship between 
management and trade unions. 
In all cases the mechanism used to manage this relationship did not have a very high 
profile within the Trusts and there was a lack of awareness about its role amongst the 
majority of ordinary employees. The results indicated a neutral attitude about its 
effectiveness and more importantly that employees know little about it (e.g. in Trust One 
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non-union employees were less likely to know about the group). In spite of this there 
were exceptions, for example management in Trust Two believed that their views were 
represented and members of professional bodies found out what goes on at this group. 
6.17.4) Staff Involvement 
While there was some variation between Trusts the general picture was that Trusts were 
not very effective at involving employees. The results showed that while employees felt 
that they had a reasonable amount of influence over their job, they didn't feel they had 
much influence over wider issues and they were often not convinced by their superior's 
receptivity to their ideas. In all Trusts, management style was neither described as very 
democratic nor undemocratic. Perhaps, this could suggest that managers at the Trusts 
were not sufficiently developed or had the necessary skills and attitudes to work in 
partnership with staff or their union representatives. This view was supported by 
comments from some of the management and union respondents interviewed who felt 
that not everyone in managerial positions was prepared to involve their staff and that in 
some cases the Trust was not ready to embrace partnership despite some progress 
being made. From considering comments made throughout the interviews it could be 
suggested that there would be differences between different departments and staff 
groups within the Trust and this could help explain the differing experiences of 
partnership among employees. Incidentally, management as a staff group tended to be 
more positive across the board. It can further be interpreted from this that these 
differences could be the results of variations in management skills and style among 
individual managers. The results suggest that while in some cases staff's immediate 
managers were open, it was the more senior level managers that are more aloof and 
therefore partnership relationships were more distant and could explain employees' non­
engagement. 
6.17.5) Barriers to Partnership 
The Union itself did not have a very high profile and there was a lack of awareness of the 
identity of the union representative. There was still the perception that union reps were 
there to deal with members problems and not to work in a cooperative way with 
management. The results from all Trusts indicated that while employees felt that the 
union took notice of problems and complaints they had a neutral view over other aspects 
of union effectiveness. Interestingly in Trusts One and Four employees who were 
members of a professional body were more positive about the union representation they 
receive. These variances could also be the result of differences in trade union 
organisation or the effectiveness of particular individual representatives. Awareness of 
the positive role that trade unions can play under partnership needs to be raised and the 
perception of staff altered. Trade union member responses did not indicate a significantly 
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more positive view on any of the elements examined and therefore it could be argued that 
trade union membership does not make a huge difference to employees experience at 
work in these Trusts. 
The results question the relevance of the trade union to staff; the union don't seem to 
have a very high profile in any of the Trusts. In all cases the union is the least important 
source of information. It is indicated that staff do not really accept a new and expanded 
role for union representatives. 
In conclusion, the questionnaire results suggest that none of the Trusts were ready and 
staff were not sufficiently involved in developing a more partnership approach. The 
positive relationships that were developing at higher levels in the organisation were not 
yet leading to positive outcomes for employees. The steps being taken to improve staff 
involvement were leading to developments in some areas but there remains varying 
experiences for staff and still room for improvement. It could also be argued that 
employees are not making the link between improvements that they are experiencing with 
steps to introduce partnership. Partnership does not seem to have become incorporated 
into the culture of the Trusts. Improvements were often seen by employees as being a 
result of targets set by government and were not necessarily credited to the work that the 
Trust managers or union representatives had done. 
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....__________________________________________Bll{*i,~4 
CHAPTER SEVEN - COMPARATIVE CHAPTER 

7) INTRODUCTION 

Chapter five provided a summary of the case by case analysis; these individual case 
reports examined the following issues: 
1) The background of the Trust, including considering views on the state of the 
employee relations climate. 
2) Participant's perceptions on what partnership is and what it entails - is it genuine 
partnership? 
3) The extent to which conditions are different under partnership, as it appears 
implicitly important to consider to what extent partnership is a new approach to 
employee relations. In addition, whether there are significantly different conditions 
that could signify how effective co-operative relationships develop (see Kelly, 
2004). 
4) Respondent's perceptions on what partnership has achieved (Kelly, 2001; 2004). 
5) The Drivers I antecedents for partnership and movement towards co-operation. 
The chapter also identified perceptions of how committed each Trust was to developing a 
partnership approach and the steps that each had taken to achieve this. In addition, the 
discussion examined what factors have had a positive influence and what were the 
barriers to its development, in doing so detailing the process issues involved. Finally, 
chapter six presented the findings from the questionnaire given to staff and completed the 
picture from each Trust. 
The purpose of this chapter is to draw together everything learnt from each Trust, to 
highlight the similarities and differences in the approaches taken. In addition, the 
discussion suggests some reasons for these variations and will consider how far social 
exchange and other literature can help to explain the findings. The intention is not to 
repeat findings or evidence in detail from previous results chapters. For the purposes of 
cross-case analysis the key features of each of the Trusts are set out in Appendix P. 
The chapter will seek to assess whether partnership at these Trusts could be considered 
a different approach to employee relations, what key activities are involved in developing 
partnership and the extent to which there are any perceived outcomes. Furthermore, 
care will be taken to identify how the findings differ from what has been asserted in the 
literature and where the contribution of the research findings lie. As Miles and Huberman 
(1994) note, it is important to clarify the conceptual importance of the conclusions and 
how they tie into the existing theory. 
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7.1) THE STATE OF EMPLOYEE RELATIONS 
This section will identify the key aspects of the context that could have a bearing on how 
partnership develops and the extent to which it is successfully implemented and delivers 
in terms of benefits. It could be argued that organisations that already have a favourable 
employee relations climate will be developing partnership from a stronger base. Hence, 
considering what employment relationships are like and what they have been like in the 
past would be a good starting point for discussion. As all Trusts have come from different 
employee relations background, this issue could have a bearing when comparing how 
Trusts have developed partnership. Firstly, the important elements from each Trust will 
be summarised and this will then be followed by a discussion on where the similarities 
and differences between these Trusts lie. The section will seek to explain why these 
occur and will consider how far the literature could provide further insights into what we 
can conclude from this. 
Trust one was perceived to have had a quite problematic employee relations background 
and as a result had largely immature relationships. This led to the view that the Trust was 
at a disadvantage in terms of implementing changes to a partnership approach. At the 
time of the research however, key actors described relationships as being mainly co­
operative and that it was seen to be developing towards a collaborative approach that 
involved more joint problem solving. 
Trust Two was described as a progressive Trust that was normally at the forefront of 
government initiatives and targets. Employee relations were considered as good and 
they had seen further development of relationships in recent years. 
Trust Three was considered a successful and progressive organisation that on the whole 
enjoyed very good relationships between management and trade unions. There was 
evidence of working co-operatively on some issues and the Full Time Officers were 
convinced that the Trust had embraced partnership. 
Trust Four seen to be struggling to manage pressures and this was having a knock-on 
effect on relationships between management and trade unions. The Trust was seen to 
have had a dictatorial management style in the past although there was some indication 
that this was starting to change. Despite this background, at the time of the research, 
employee relations were described as reasonable. The management culture and its 'I 
impact will be returned to later in the chapter. 'I 
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The above summary of each Trust suggests that there were differences in terms of the 
maturity of relationships. Based on these findings, Trusts Two and Three could be 
considered as having quite mature employee relations whereas Trusts One and Four 
were seen as having further to travel towards the realisation of partnership. The 
expectation might therefore be that the former Trusts would be at a later stage in the 
development of partnership, or would have at least made further progress. 
7.2) UNDERSTANDING OF PARTNERSHIP 
Figure 7.1: The Dimensions of Partnership. 
TRUST TRUST TRUST TRUST 
ONE TWO THREE FOUR 
Dimensions 

Cooperation I * * * * 

collaboration / working 

together 

Sharing * * * * 

Joint / common goals * * * * 

Trust * * 

Honesty * * * * 

Openness * * * 

Union involvement * * 

Empowerment * * 

Respect * * 

Clarity of boundaries * 

Mutuality I reciprocation * (give * * 

and take) 
The purpose of the definitional questions in the current research was to conclude whether 
the understanding of partnership from the literature was recognised within the Trusts and 
to examine exactly what actors believe they are working towards. There have been 
several issues surrounding the term partnership, because it can mean different things to 
different people, is ambiguous and has shifting meaning (Ackers and Payne, 1998, 
Heaton et ai, 2002). This can therefore lead to inconsistencies and misunderstandings 
between the parties understanding on the ground. Despite potential confusion caused by 
these definitional problems, conclusions can be drawn from previous literature and 
research about what the common elements of such an approach are. In broad terms it 
means relationships based on compromise, on working together to reach common goals, 
on union and employee involvement, that have been placed at the heart of such a model 
(Guest and Peccei, 1998). 
Figure 7.1 sets out the 11 dimensions of partnership that were drawn from participants 
understanding of partnership across all four Trusts. The following will discuss to what 
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extent there is a shared understanding of what partnership means and will consider which 
dimensions are significant in terms of recognising partnership as it is characterised in the 
literature. 
Trust one touched on the largest number of dimensions of partnership, 9 of the 11 
dimensions. This said, the emphasis was seen to be placed on co-operation and sharing 
towards the achievement of jOint goals. Respondents also identified the key dimensions 
of trust, honesty and openness that have been recognised in the literature as critical 
aspects of a partnership relationship. 
While literature suggests that a shared understanding and an agreement of what 
partnership means is important, management at Trust Two were (have been in the past) 
reluctant to work together with staff side to come to an agreement. Although there was 
broad agreement concerning what the Trust considered as being the characteristics of 
partnership (i.e. co-operation / jOint problem solving), attempts to initiate partnership had 
stalled due to the perceived reluctance of management to meet with the trade unions to 
define the parameters of partnership at the Trust. More recently, the management at 
Trust Two had appeared to gain a greater appetite for partnership, however, this had not 
viSibly manifested into action. Although views of partnership were fairly constant, the 
activities undertaken could be viewed as opaque. While, trust was not mentioned by 
participants, there was recognition of the importance of genuine and early union 
involvement enabled through the use of empowerment. 
Trust Three also referred to a broad variety of factors in describing partnership, 9 out of 
the 11 dimensions. As in Trust One, co-operation and working together to achieve 
common goals were seen as the most significant. Partnership was also conceived as a 
mature point in an evolving and long term development of the employment relationship. 
Respondents described this relationship in terms of the critical components of trust and 
mutual respect. As in Trust Two, the use of the word empowerment reflected the 
understanding of the need to let go of some power. 
In Trust Four a more limited range of dimensions were touched on. The main emphasis 
remained on co-operation and working together to achieve jOint goals. Despite this 
similarity, participants focus was not on the aspects of trust, openness and honesty as 
clearly as was the case in other Trusts. Importantly however, a reference was made to 
the reciprocal nature of a partnership arrangement. Trust Four was the only Trust to draw 
attention to the need to manage expectations and agree set boundaries. It could be said 
that this appreciation suggests that partiCipants at this Trust had acknowledged the need 
to develop a shared understanding. 
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As we see from the above, there was a strong convergence in terms of the incidence of 
the dimensions of partnership across the Trusts. Hence, co-operation could be 
considered as the most significant. Differences in the way participants described 
partnership could be seen to be characterised by their experience and their expectations 
of the relationship (Blau, 1964). Therefore differences could be explained by the stage 
that the Trust is at developing partnership and the nature of the relationships enjoyed at 
that particular Trust. Although there were significant similarities in the words used by 
participants, there was no cynicism in the way that partnership was depicted in terms of 
genuine positive synonyms such as co-operation. 
The use words such as 'give and take', sharing, mutual and the conception that trust 
needs to be built and that the relationship is a two way thing, point to the recognition that 
partnership is an exchange. In particular, the affect theory of social exchange (Lawler, 
2001) conceptualises the exchange in terms of joint work. Therefore, this suggests that 
social exchange theory could in fact be a useful framework in order to understand the 
nature of partnership as it is perceived by participants in these Trusts. 
Participants in all Trusts described partnership in relationship rather than structural terms, 
however what could be perceived of greater importance would be whether there was as 
much consensus on the concrete activities and the substantive outcomes achieved. 
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7.3) ARE CONDITIONS DIFFERENT UNDER PARTNERSHIP? 

Igure: 72 - Partners Ip condllions 

TRUST TRUST TRUST TRUST 

I IDimension ONE TWO THREE FOUR 
Culture Competition Competition Competition 
change to co- to to sharing 
(competition operation collaboration Icollaboration 
to co­
operation) 
ER climate Confrontation Adversarial to Conflict to Less power II 
change to co- co-operation collaboration 'them and us' 
(conflict to operation 'them and us' to Less threats more 
cooperation common ground Ihostility compromise 
more 
openness 
Change in Less militant Yes by More gentle Re-building I 
union Less management lequal re-invent 
approach adversarial More open I less More Gentler I 
Change in Gentler I confrontational I proactive more 
behaviour more subtle militant local reps moderate 
and attitudes influence approach 
Change in See benefits Recognition of Learnt better 
management of working change in union to involve 
attitudes and with unions approach union 
behaviour 
Joint work Staff Joint work I Staff Joint stress 
(e.g. on involvement common ground involvement policy but not 
policy group I joint (Bullying and group and widespread 
development) policy on Harassment) other approach 
staff working 
involvement groups. 
Joint policy 
on Bullying 
and 
Harassment 
Increased In policy Disagreement In policy Stronger rolel 
union over at (what more 
involvement point in involvement 
discussions) opportunities 
when unions to contribute I 
were involved influence 
Increase in Information More 
information sharing I information 
(sharing or increased scope sharing but 
giving) question its 
usefulness 
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As Ospina and Yaroni (2003) note, in order to evaluate the extent to which change has 
taken place, it would seem sensible to consider how the interaction between the parties 
and what they expect from each other differs under greater co-operation. Consequently, 
in this section we consider the extent to which conditions have changed in the four trusts 
since the adoption of partnership. 
The dimensions in Figure 7.2 represent eight areas around which respondents perceived 
some form of change in the period of under which the partnership initiative had been 
advocated, namely a change in the overall culture of the NHS that had impacted on the 
employee relations at Trust level; an observed change in the behaviour and attitudes of 
trade unions and management; increased joint work; enlarged levels of union involvement 
and increases in information sharing. These dimensions are now considered in turn. 
Culture Change 
A fundamental theme running through the partnership literature is that it requires cultural 
and behavioural change involved in the shift from conflict to co-operative employee 
relations models (IPA, 1997, Marks et ai, 1998, TUC, 1999 and Knell, 1999). In addition, 
the governments 'Fairness at Work' white paper states that they want to see confrontation 
between employers and employees replaced by the promotion of partnership. Indeed, 
the NHS in their documentation, describe an involving culture that they want to implement 
into the service. 
In Trusts One, Three and Four participants referred to perception of a change in culture 
across the NHS as a whole. They observed a shift in philosophy from one based on 
competition between Trusts to one where collaboration was valued. It could be argued 
that this provides some evidence of the success of the government's and NHS policy of 
encouraging co-operation. Although there was no direct mention of a wider change of 
culture by participants in Trust Two this could be that staff were focusing on internal 
changes within the Trust. 
ER Climate change 
This section will evaluate to what extent the wider change of climate acknowledged above 
had also led to changes in the employment relationship is characterised. A change in 
climate and approach to managing employee relations from conflict and confrontation to 
co-operation was evident in all Trusts. There was also an increased willingness on both 
sides to search for common ground (the realisation that it is better to work together rather 
than on opposite sides). Therefore this conforms to the literature about what is 
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understood by partnership in its broadest sense. It could be argued that this 
understanding was also supportive of the participant's perception of partnership. 
The reported changes in employee relations climate is to be expected alongside the 
encouragement of government policy for co-operation rather than conflict. In addition, 
evidence of common ground and the sharing of common problems (e.g. in Trust One 
there was seen to be some examples of joint problem solving) could indicate moves 
towards integrative bargaining. As Walton and McKersie (1965) note, occurs when both 
parties perceive a shared problem that is likely to allow a solution that leads to mutual 
benefits. Consequently, the level of mutual benefits gained from such endeavours will 
need to be recognised by partiCipants. What partnership delivers will be considered in 
the next section. 
Change in trade union approach (behaviour and attitudes) 
Proponents of partnership claim that union growth can be realised through working in 
partnership (co-operation) rather than confrontation. Ackers and Payne (1998) argue that 
partnership is seen (by the trade union movement) as a way out of earlier trade union 
strategies advocating a passive accommodation with employers. However, the other side 
of the debate highlights a potential tension been trade union aims for aggressive 
organisation campaigns and moves towards a partnership approach (Heery, 1998; 
Danford, et ai, 2002). Further stUdies have shown that these can actually be 
complementary strategies (see Haynes and Allen, 2001; Heery, 2002). An 
interconnected debate in the literature is regarding whether a militant or moderate union 
approach in their dealings with management is tl1e most effective in this context. 
Specifically, a militant approach has been associated with strong trade union 
organisation, whereas a moderate approach has been linked with partnership and trade 
union weakness. However, Bacon and Blyton (2002) argue to the contrary that 
moderation does not have to lead to a weak trade union position. Instead their study 
provided evidence of benefits related to a moderate union approach. 
Across all four Trusts there was the recognition that there had been a change in trade 
union approach and style in dealing with management. Without exception participants 
were confident that trade unions (on the whole) were more moderate and gentler in their 
approach. 
Alongside the changed environment, could it be expected that unions are more likely to 
respond with a more moderate I gentler approach. Coupled with this post union decline 
and attempts to reinvent themselves, there was a recognition that the 'old style' approach 
did not work effectively and does not achieve objectives. Instead a subtler approach was 
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perceived as providing more leverage (perhaps more powerful and sustainable) than the 
use of aggression and threatening (use of power). The old approach was also seen as 
less acceptable in the current climate. 
The re-invention of the trade union movement was also seen to be driven by loss of 
membership and the need to renew their membership base (as evidenced in the 
literature). For example, in Trust Three the assistant HR Director perceived that part of 
the reason for the change in trade union approach was that members had left the trade 
union movement in the 1990s because they didn't like or believe in the aggressive 
approach being taken by the trade unions at this time. 
The change in approach from a militant to a moderate has been recognised in the 
literature as a common trend in the way trade unions interact with management in this 
new environment. Some authors have suggested that a moderate approach is associated 
with trade union weakness as it is not thought to be effective in achieving their objectives 
(e.g. Kelly, 1996). 
The findings suggest that there is a balance to be struck between working co-operatively 
with the union and being sufficiently strong or effective to be able to represent staff views. 
However, the data also suggests that there are still potential benefits to be gained thus 
supporting studies that argue a moderate approach can indeed provide opportunities for 
trade unions (Ackers and Payne, 1998; Bacon and Blyton, 2002; Ackers et ai, 2005). 
In light of the above discussion, the change in approach itself is not significant; instead 
the question is whether this approach has led to positive outcomes for trade unions in 
terms of increase influence and trade union renewal because there is still not enough 
known about what partnership achieves. The following sections will consider what the 
impact of this change for both management and trade unions has been when conSidering 
what partnership has achieved. 
Finally, as well as changes in union approach, changes in their behaviour and attitudes 
towards working with management are likely to be necessary. In fact, in Trust One the 
staff-side secretary highlighted how the unions had been able to influence management 
in adjusting their approach by gentle prompting. Was this also seen in management 
views? 
Change in management behaviour and attitudes 
For the union approach to be effective, a change in management behaviour and attitudes 
could be seen as necessary. In Trusts One, Two and Four there was some evidence of a 
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change in management views towards the trade unions. In these Trusts there was 
recognition and to some extent acceptance of this new role and union approach and in 
Trusts One and Four it was suggested that managers had learnt that there were greater 
benefits to be gained from working with the trade unions rather than against them. 
There was some evidence that this change in attitude had led to increased union 
influence. Some participants in all Trusts from management and more importantly from 
the trade unions perceived that the more militant and adversarial approach had been 
shown not to work. Indeed a change in influence (in particular a stronger union role) was 
seen to exist in those Trusts (1 and 4) where respondents were more likely to see the 
benefits of the approach. That is to say, they got more out of a partnership approach if 
they had learnt from past experience that it was better to work together rather than 
against. 
Social exchange theory highlights reinforcement as an important factor in maintaining the 
relationship (Homans, 1958). Furthermore, relational cohesion theory suggests that 
recurring success in working together results in positive feelings that encourage the 
actors to interact with each other in the future. Moreover, if individuals see it working in 
one area they are more likely to get involved (Lawler, 2001). Therefore this could explain 
why there was some evidence to signify a change in attitudes and view about the role of 
the trade union because they can see (based on past positive experiences) that trade 
union involvement can deliver benefits. 
Joint Work 
As Trusts had observed movements towards increasing co-operation, consequently this 
had led to an increase in the amount of joint work. Relational cohesion and affect theory 
of social exchange conceives the exchange in terms of doing things jOintly and therefore 
could provide useful inSights into the impact of these changes. 
All Trusts were seen to be working with trade unions to develop jOint policies and mainly 
on topics where there was a shared interest such as those associated with employee 
welfare. There were marked differences between the four trusts in terms of extensiveness 
of the joint work. 
Increased joint work in Trust One in particular had led to demonstrable improvements in 
the quality of relationships. Trust one had engaged in sustained and to some extent 
intense activity, there were a number of instances such as the peT negotiation, where 
improvements were seen in spite of the poor past relationships as management and trade 
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unions were forced to work together facilitated improvements. As a result, the individuals 
involved worked through difficult situations and came out the other side with better quality 
relationships. It could be argued that they had started to prove their trustworthiness 
(Blau, 1964; Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 2005). Despite these improvements the staff side 
now felt that there was a need to demonstrate commitment further, indicating the 
necessity for continual and continuous work to maintain the relationship. The importance 
of which will be returned to later in the chapter when considering how the ongoing 
relationship can be maintained over time. 
All Trusts also acknowledge a better understanding and observed an increase in common 
ground. In particular joint work on policies seemed to be one of the key ways that Trusts 
were increasing the involvement of the trade unions in the management of employees at 
the Trust. The differences were in terms of the extent to which this involvement took 
place; in some cases it involved joint awareness training (as in Trust 3). 
In sum, when individuals come together in exchange around a common venture (working 
together to solve a problem for example) this produces a sense of shared responsibility 
for tasks' success or failure and the feelings produced can help explain and predict 
individual's intension to stay in the relationship (Lawler, 2001). Alternatively, by being 
thrown or forced to work together this could provide opportunities for actors to 
demonstrate their trustworthiness (Blau, 1964). In fact, as Coyle-Shapiro and Conway 
(2005) explains exchange begins with minor transactions deriving small benefits but this 
behaviour is an indication of trustworthiness. This in turn facilitates the ongoing 
relationship incrementally. Finally, relational cohesion theory predicts that repeated 
success at a joint task will lead to commitment (Lawler and Yoon, 1996) and therefore 
offers some explanation as to why Trust One has seen greater progress in developing 
partnership. 
Increased union involvement 
As already noted union involvement and influence was mediated by the extent that 
management had learnt it was better to work with the union and their awareness of the 
positive role that the union can play. 
In some cases this involved more involvement in terms of staff representation on working 
groups and the sharing of confidential information with the union. Trust Three claimed to 
be giving as much power to trade union as it could. In the case of Trust Four, there was a 
different approach to increasing union involvement in the Trust as they were the only 
Trust that had appointed a convenor. In addition, it was recognised that the trade unions 
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were building in strength and seemed to have a stronger more integrated role within the 
organisation. The findings suggest that it was the appointment of a trade union convenor 
that had helped to raise the profile of the trade union at the Trust. 
The findings suggest some support for the suggestion that working in partnership could 
offer trade unions a more extensive role and more opportunities to gain broader 
legitimacy (Ackers and Payne, 1998; Ackers et ai, 2005). Specifically, Ackers et ai, 
(2005) consider the future place for trade unions in this new context and its implications 
and suggests that partnership is not an automatic guarantee of union revival. Despite this 
the author's suggest that working in partnership may offer opportunities and a new role 
for the union. This new role is dependent on whether the union is either too weak or too 
adversarial. The majority of trusts could be seen to be following a union centred approach 
to partnership (Ackers et ai, 2005). That is to say, it involves a strong independent union 
that is drawn into management and complements the direct channel for employee voice. 
However the implication is that if the union becomes weak (i.e. not effectively 
representing employee views) management will choose sponsorship of the union to 
bolster partnership, or their substitution. There was evidence to suggest more 
opportunities for the trade unions, but it was perceived that problems in terms of 
capability and capacity constrained their contribution and therefore the benefits that they 
could enjoy. The issue of union effectiveness will be dealt with more extensively under a 
section on the barriers to partnership. 
Increased Information sharing 
Kelly (2004) argues that in order to evaluate a partnership approach, one way to do this 
was to consider changes in the level of information sharing between the actors. Trusts 
Two and Three both explicitly mentioned that as a result of partnership there had been an 
increase in information sharing. Recent problems with communication could explain why 
in both these cases its usefulness was questioned. 
Finally, Ospina and Yaroni (2003) argue sharing (including information) can build trust 
and therefore help to maintain the relationship. For example, the HR manager in Trust 
two highlighted that confidential information had been shared with the trade unions. 
However this is not likely to lead to increases in trust on its own, the trade unions 
themselves have also got to recognise this as significant and perceive that they trust 
management (Cooke, 1990). 
The results could be interpreted as providing evidence of investment in the relationship in 
terms of pro-relationship behaviours such as increased in information disclosure and 
improved openness (Rusbult, et ai, 1998). Therefore the findings could indicate some 
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willingness from the parties to engage in partnership and could demonstrate the actor's 
intension to continue working co-operatively with each other and thus the viability of a 
partnership approach (Kelly, 2004). 
The link between partnership and the dimensions of change 
The following views from respondents suggest that the changes were perceived to be as 
a result of partnership: 
"In the past they would have taken a long time to action anything but it is improving 
now - by having a partnership, by understanding that we are going to work together, 
the days of the 80s have gone, the 'them and us' (T 4T1). 
"In the early 90s really we were in competition - well now that is not the philosophy 
anymore we are back to collaboration - the NHS is a partnership - staff and 
managers work alongside each other for the greater good" (T3HR2). 
Finally, it is important to consider to what extent the changes described above could be 
directly related to a move to a partnership approach. While the above quotes illustrate 
that this was the view of some participants, there was some evidence from the Trusts 
(especially in Trusts 1 and 3) that government pushing a more partnership approach was 
an opportunity to formalise relationships already in place. 
These findings could suggest therefore that the partnership initiative provided a label on 
which to hang activities around and to give a focus to improve relationships further; a 
label for a range of activities that didn't have a name before. Participants (namely in 
Trust 3) observed the changes and improvements as part of an evolving relationship that 
had developed over time. In addition, perhaps partnership and the benefits associated 
with it were easier to recognise because relationships were more established. In 
comparison, Trusts two and four could be considered to be at the start of process and 
therefore had seen fewer changes that they associated with a partnership approach. In 
these circumstances it could be assumed that changes are therefore likely to be subtle 
and incremental. 
In sum, the above section indicates that there have been positive moves toward a more 
partnership approach, with all Trusts recognising that relationships were based on co­
operation rather than the conflict of the past. Conditions appear to be more harmonious 
with the union in particular being seen to be less militant and adversarial and more 
moderate and realistic in their approach. Alongside these changes, there was evidence 
of increased joint work (particularly on policy development) and in some Trusts this had 
lead to perceptions that the unions have more chance to contribute. The findings are 
quite significant because they illustrate some movement in management attitudes toward 
the unions, which in turn has led to trade unions beginning to playa stronger role in the 
management of the employment relationship. The change in attitudes could be partly the 
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result of management mirroring or in other words reciprocating because they feel 
obligated to the union to now provide them with more opportunities to contribute. This 
idea of 'give and take' reflects the essence of an exchange relationship and therefore 
could help explain the underlying thinking of the participants. The findings could suggest 
that the union has had to re-invent themselves for management to consider working with 
them. Another suggestion highlighted by the findings was the evidence that some 
managers have learnt through past experience that it is easier and more effective to work 
with them. The above discussion indicating how conditions are different under partnership 
have been used to reflect on whether partnership is a viable approach and what it 
delivers in terms of positive changes. The following section will now turn to reviewing 
what partnership was perceived to have achieved in terms of outcomes. 
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-7.4) WHAT HAS PARTNERSHIP ACHIEVED? 
Figure: 7.3 - Perceived Benefits of Partnership. 
Benefits I TRUST TRUST TWO TRUST TRUST 
Outcomes ONE THREE FOUR 
Improvements Decrease in Easier I more Easier I Mutual 
in conflict comfortable smoother respect for 
relationships More - quicker each other 
with key harmonious move leads to a 
actors I forward more open 
comfortable and honest 
climate relationship ­
staff more 
likely to voice 
concerns 
Increased Smoother I Problems are Problems Smooth way 
effectiveness easier anticipated or anticipated in 
Implementing Speed with issues dealt and implementing 
of change which with before resolved decisions 
Decisions they become Avoid 
made difficult difficulties 
Union Provide 
involvement confidence in 
legitimises introduction of 
in changes 
supporting because of 
manager's union 
decisions involvement 
(representation 
of staff views) 
Mutual Potential ? only if union Attainment 
benefits but not independent of joint 
widespread voice ­ aims (e.g. 
(fewer representative return to 
benefits for of staff views ­ learn ­
staff) no specific involves 
evidence of joint 
mutual funding) 
benefits 
The literature on partnership suggests that what partnership has achieved is a question 
left unresolved as there remains little known about the outcomes of partnership (Kelly, 
2004; 2005). Despite this, there have been some attempts to fill this lacuna (e.g. Martinez 
Lucio and Stuart, 2005). 
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It has been proposed that the significance of whether partnership has achieved could be 
influenced in part by the type of partnership on offer. Kelly (2004) argues that in order to 
advance our understanding of partnership and its outcomes it is important to distinguish 
between two different types of partnership on the extremes of a continuum (a 'Iabor~parity 
agreement' and an 'employer dominated agreement) because conceivably these could 
lead to different types of outcomes. Indeed, he argues that a labor~parity approach that is 
associated with a joint agenda and more sharing of power could lead to genuine co~ 
operation that delivers mutual gains. As a result, an assessment of the type of partnership 
on offer and specifically whether there is evidence of a movement toward a perceived 
balance in power could help to explain the incidence of some positive outputs. It will 
therefore be important to reflect on whether there is any evidence of links between 
changes in union's power resources and influence and the outcomes achieved. 
As can be seen from Figure 7.3 participants put forward the following three outputs to 
demonstrate what they thought partnership had achieved. 
1) Improvements in relationships with key actors 
2) Increased effectiveness in implementing change 
3) Mutual benefits 
These will now be discussed in turn. 
Improvements in relationships with key actors 
A number of authors have suggested a range of potential outcomes of working in 
partnership. As Cooke's (1990) study identifies a number of benefits can be derived from 
labour management co~operation, such as improved communications, improved 
relationships between employees and supervisors, reduced grievance and disciplinary 
action and reduced absenteeism and turnover. 
Co~operation was a strong theme reflected in the interviews and could also be classed as 
an important outcome of partnership (Kelly, 2004), however to achieve this there needs to 
be more trust, a balance of power and evidence of increased information sharing. Across 
all Trusts, participants reported improvements in relationships that could be attributed 
directly to changes towards partnership and co~operation. These improvements were a 
result of the more harmonious environment that had developed. As noted above, Cooke 
(1990) suggests that improvements in relationships are seen to develop as a result of 
increasing co-operation. 
All Trusts recognise that trust is vital to partnership but not all Trusts show evidence of its 
existence. Results from Trust one indicate improvements in trust and commitment levels 
and it was recognised that if partnership was to work, individuals need to see more 
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evidence of this. In Trust three there was some evidence of trust between the key parties 
but it this was not widespread across all trade union representations, let alone all staff. It 
could be argued that this was to be expected because trust is among individuals; in turn 
this could explain why al\ respondents did not answer positively. In addition, it could also 
be dependent on past experience, as Blau (1964) notes, the satisfaction individual's feel 
in the exchange will be dependent on the expectations that they bring to the relationship. 
In comparison, Trusts two and four provided no evidence on whether there had been a 
change in trust levels. That said it was perceived that these Trusts were at an early stage 
in the process and therefore this might explain why these Trusts appear to be making 
slower progress in comparison with other Trusts, and reported fewer outcomes. 
Moreover, differences between the Trusts could be explained by the diversity of 
conditions and experiences that the Trusts have been through in the evolvement of 
management and trade union relationships. 
Increased effectiveness implementing of change 
It has been suggested that one possible reason for increasing involvement of the union is 
the result of management's intensions to weaken and supplant the union. In addition, 
there is the difficulty that if the union is seen to be aiding management in passing 
negative changes, this means that the unions are no longer working in their member's 
best interests. The literature on the implications of trade union's involvement in 
partnership highlights the challenges that could exist for the trade union representatives. 
In particular, there have been claims that suggest partnership could lead to the 
incorporation of the unions into management objectives. The following section will 
consider the perceived benefit of improvements in the management of change as a result 
of co-operation and will consider whether the findings support the above assertions from 
the literature. 
There was consensus across Trusts that a key benefit of working cooperatively was how 
it helped smooth the way in decision making and the implementation of changes. It was 
perceived that in particular, union involvement legitimises changes and improved the 
easiness and speed with which decisions were made. In the case of Trust one, union 
involvement was not only helpful when changes were implemented but as the staff side 
secretary explained there was less going back and forth than in traditional bargaining and 
more dialogue to find common ground. Furthermore, there was also a consensus of the 
view that working co-operatively resulted in issues being dealt with before they became 
more significant problems. 
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The results highlighted that participants across all four Trusts. perceived improved 
decision making as a benefit of partnership. However, Danford and Upchurch (1999) 
research warns that partnership may lead to a situation where union activists become 
incorporated into management decision-making, even if accompanied by a positive rise in 
union involvement. It therefore follows that management could attempt to manipulate the 
union and dilute its power locally, which has been evidenced in previous studies (Heaton, 
et ai, 2002). According to Kelly (2004) a weak union is seen as an opportunity to secure 
employer gains rather than mutual gains, thus taking advantage of the union. It should be 
noted that there was no evidence that this was a feature of these cases. 
Mutual Benefits 
It is not just an issue of identifying outcomes but about considering whether these amount 
to mutual gains or whether all the benefits are related to management achieving their 
objectives. It has been argued that partnership won't be sustained, if it fails to deliver 
outcomes for the parties. As Roche and Geary (2005) claim the delivery of mutual gains 
is at the heart of the partnership debate. 
It was perceived by participants in Trust one that potentially everyone benefits but the 
trade union representative in particular drew attention to the fact that there were likely to 
be fewer benefits for rank and file staff. In comparison, participants in Trust two 
recognised that an independent union voice was needed for partnership to generate 
mutual gains. Despite this, there was no specific evidence to suggest that mutual benefits 
were being achieved. In addition, participants in Trust two drew attention to the problems 
with what they termed 'grass roots partnership' in highlighting that there is a potential that 
staff as a whole will find it difficult to see what they are gaining in term of partnership. 
In the case of Trust three, partiCipants implied that there were mutual gains to be 
achieved by working jOintly with the trade union, with reference made to issues of 
common ground. For example, joint funding of the 'Return to Learn' initiative was given 
as an example of where mutual benefits are gained. Finally, there was no evidence to 
consider under Trust Four. In sum, while participants saw the potential for mutual gains, 
there was inconclusive evidence on whether partnership had delivered these. 
Who Benefits? 
Despite some exceptions (e.g. Richardson et ai, 2005; Roche and Geary, 2005), research 
into the mutual gains that can be achieved through partnership has suffered from an over 
emphasis on the perceived gains for management and trade unions, with little attention 
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being given to the outcomes for workers (Suff and Williams, 2004; Richardson, et ai, 

2005). 

The above discussion of the results highlights a number of issues worthy of further 

interrogation. Firstly, the data suggests that ordinary staff were less likely to experience 

benefits from partnership. This could be a significant finding as Roche and Geary (2005) 

conclude benefits will not be realised unless partnership becomes institutionalised and 

takes root at all levels of the organisation. 

It is therefore important to consider why improvements in key relationships were not 

necessarily seen as successful in outcome terms for ordinary rank and file staff. For 

example, the impact of partnership could be considered to have become diluted as it 

progressed down the organisation. Indeed the quantitative results illustrate little positive 

evidence, in key areas such as increased involvement. More importantly it was not 

possible from this to ascertain with any certainty that any positive changes could be 

associated directly with partnership working. 

It was suggested that staff might see fewer benefits because of a lack of interest and 

awareness of how to get further involved. In overcoming this, a staff charter was 

perceived as a key mechanism in helping to publicise to staff what can they can expect 

from partnership and staff involvement (evidence in Trust one and confirmed as aim by 

Trust four). The above suggests some support for arguments that if activities and 

outcomes of joint efforts are communicated and publicised to the rank and file this can 

help to allay suspicions (Peterson and Tracy, 1988). 

The link between benefits / outcomes and partnership 

The above section identified four outcomes that could be associated with partnership, 

however to claim with any confidence that partnership has directly achieved these 

positive outcomes there is a need to consider whether there is any evidence in the data. 

The following excerpts from interviews conducted in Trusts one and three suggest that 

participants perceive direct benefits from working in partnership: 

"There is quicker decision making, no complaints or major reactions to any changes 
made - it was a big achievement with the peT, it was down to partnership working 
really - everyone trusted everyone else and felt quite comfortable with it" (T1 HR1). 
'The staff representatives and management benefit because if there's good 
partnership then you don't waste time going backwards and forwards all the time" 
(T1T1). 
"Partnership makes life easier - long may it last - working in the health service is not 
easy, anything we can do to make it easier the better" (T3HR2). 
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"It makes life so much nicer and easier for starters - so if you keep people informed 
and work together it has got to be better" (T3M2). 
Participants from Trust one were more likely to draw attention to improving the 
effectiveness of their interaction; in comparison, participants from Trust three used vaguer 
terms, referring to how it makes for a more harmonious and easier environment. 
7.5) THE DEVELOPMENT OF PARTNERSHIP: KEY ACTIVITIES 
The following section will consider what the Trusts were doing to develop partnership. 
Specifically, identifying the main activities including, the development of existing 
structures, the introduction of sub-groups used to deal with partnership, and the use of 
'away days'. 
Developing Existing Structures 
All of the four Trusts had a jOint structure through which employee relations were 
conducted that had been in existence for a long time. In some organisations even having 
a forum or recognising a union could be seen as a step in the right direction. These 
established joint structures were the starting point for developing partnership at the 
Trusts. In all Trusts it was decided that relationships would be developed through these 
existing structures and that there was no need initially to set up new structures and 
therefore to "re-invent the wheel". However it was important that the existing mechanisms 
were effective and as in Trust two for example, a trade union representative commented 
they just "needed to breathe life into them". 
There needed to be a clear understanding of the role that these forums were to play and 
there was a need to improve communications coming out of them. This was backed up by 
the questionnaire results that indicated the need to raise the profile of the union and the 
forums themselves. The majority of the staff across all the Trusts were not aware that 
such a forum existed or what role it played. The mean scores set out in table 7.1 below 
indicate that respondents agree that they "know little about it". 
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Table: 7.1 - Employees views on the Joint Staff Management Structure. 
Sample I Standard Trust 1 Trust 2 Trust 4 Significance 
Mean Deviation level 
N = 110 N = 100 N = 333 
Joint Staff 
Management 
Structure 
Views 3.16 1.01 3.04 3.36 3.13 .089 
represented? ( 1.08) (0.94) (1.01) 
Finds out what 2.79 1.25 2.76 2.84 2.78 .909 
goes on? (1.32) (1.31 ) (1.21) 
Knows little 3.75 1.33 3.71 3.78 3.75 .931 
about it? (1.40) (1.38) (1.30) 
Trivial items 2.94 0.74 2.88 2.92 2.96 .718 
dealt with? (0.72) (0.88) (0.70) 
P=<O.01 
Key 
Effectiveness of Management Staff 
, Structure 
1 = Strongly disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 == Neither Agree nor disagree 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly agree 
McBride and Stirling (2002) argue that partnership needs to be understood in the context 
of existing ER structures and as Stuart and Martinez Lucio (2000) found this was mainly 
in a traditional role. The findings indicate that it is the existing mechanisms that are being 
developed; to sum up in the words of an ACAS regional representative, "It is not just 
about 'beefing up' the formal mechanisms - but having formal mechanisms being worked 
more extensively and energetically". This is contrary to many previous studies that often 
suggest organisations are setting up new partnership forums rather than simply extending 
current arrangements, as partnership arrangements should be seen as separate to 
traditional systems of collective bargaining (e.g. McBride and Stirling, 2002) and that 
traditional structures were becoming less central (Bach, 2004). Finally, the literature on 
labour-management co-operation requires that unions must be seen as instrumental 
(Kochan and Dyer, 1976; Cooke, 1990). 
Forum Sub-groups 
Partnership and staff involvement were dealt with as a specific issue that needed 
management and trade union involvement and therefore spin-off groups from the main 
forum were set up with a mixture of representatives from HR, managers and trade unions. 
Therefore the general approach within the NHS is to subsume partnership under the 
wider staff involvement banner. All four Trusts had set up either a Staff Involvement 
Group or some kind of group to discuss partnership / staff involvement or on how to 
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improve the joint committees. In Trusts one and three in particular, the staff involvement 
group was a bedrock activity that provided the central focus for work on developing 
relationships. Out of this activity a number of policies and agreements were forged that 
would act as guidelines for staff on how relationships were supposed to work. In the case 
of Trust four, it was not clear whether this was a feature. Instead, partnership was 
discussed at the main forum. However, an action plan was developed as the result of an 
away day (discussed below). Finally in Trust two, while there had been attempts to set 
up discussion groups on partnership, nothing in terms of a formal policy or guidelines 
were developed. 
Away Days 
The use of away days was another common step in the process that meant that the 
parties had to work together closely to reach a shared understanding about what needed 
to be done. For example, Trusts one, three and four felt that it was necessary to organise 
away days to look at developing relationships further. At Trust three there had been 
regular away days organised for a number of years and were thought to be invaluable in 
maintaining the good relationships that the Trust enjoys with the trade union 
representatives. 
For the other Trusts (one and four) third parties were invited to facilitate the sessions (the 
TUe partnership I nstitute and ACAS respectfully) as it was felt that their expertise would 
be invaluable in improving the relationships and kick-starting further improvements. For 
example, in Trust four there were detailed outcomes about what needs changing, clarity 
in terms of roles and what works well in terms of their relationship. 
The use of workshops using external facilitators appears to be a common aspect in 
developing relationships in the NHS (see Bach (2004) for support). While the findings are 
consistent with previous research in the NHS, there are differences with who is involved 
in these workshops and why they are used. Bach (2004) found that in two out of three of 
his case study Trusts workshops were arranged with ACAS, but they were seen as 
particularly effective dealing with specific issues such as Bullying and Harassment, rather 
than developing partnership per se. Whereas in the current study the use of a third party 
was to help reach a shared understanding with the main players in the Trust over the 
relationship. In addition, Munro (2002) reported a more widespread and extensive use of 
workshops involving staff, managers and trade union representatives across the Trust in 
order to raise awareness of partnership within the Trust. The outcomes of these activities 
in terms of increased confidence of all those involved by working together, was consistent 
with the current study, but it remains unclear what impact the use of external facilitators 
have on the process. In the light of the findings it could be suggested that in the 
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circumstances involving an external facilitator could provide an independent person to 
help reach a shared understanding between the individuals involved and if necessary to 
broker an agreement. 
7.6) THE PROCESS OF DEVELOPING PARTNERSHIP 
The literature review argued that in order to fully understand and evaluate the viability of 
partnership we need to move beyond a simple analysis of outcomes to highlighting the 
conditions under which partnership delivers mutual gains (Mcbride and Stirling, 2002; 
Martinez-Lucio and Stuart, 2002 and 2005; Richardson, et ai, 2005). Despite this 
recognition, Kelly (2004) argues that we still don't know the theoretical mechanisms by 
which partnership works. 
Advances in social exchange theory can be used to examine the factors that propel and 
disrupt the ongoing partnership relationship (Coyle-Shapiro and Conway, 2005) and could 
be helpful in considering the process and mechanisms by which partnership develops. 
Interdependence theory predicts that relationships will mutate and evolve through a 
series of steps prior to reaching a specific goal (Rusbult and Van Lange, 2003), thus 
recognising the evolving nature of partnership. 
Kochan and Dyer (1976) conceptualises a model for change in the context of 
management and employee relationships and could provide a useful overarching 
framework for understanding the change processes involved in developing a new co­
operative relationship between management and unions. The following discussion of the 
data will be arranged using this framework to organise and better understand the process 
of introducing partnership. The section will assess whether there are any similarities and 
differences in the partnership process in the hope that this could provide further insights 
into the important theoretical mechanisms and conditions required for successful 
partnership. 
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Figure: 7.4 - Drivers of Partnership. 
DRIVERS 
Changing 
political 
climate 
Government 
policy / 
mandate 
Realisation 
needed to 
develop 
relationships 
Trade unions 
making 
demands 
Changes in 
personnel 
(Org. change) 
TRUST ONE 
Government policy - no 
choice / option 
Pervasiveness of partnership 
- reinforces government 
message 
Raised profile of HR-
increased awareness of 
importance encourages 
change 
Recognition both sides of 
benefits of partnership Goint 
commitment) 
Increased influence to 
suggest way behaves / 
controlling behaviour - Tu's 
demanding improvement 
New HR team and chief exec. 
Initially upset relationships but 
ultimately led to 
improvements - enthusiastic 
individuals committed to 
partnership 
TRUST TWO 
Incentives to encourage 
improvement in 
relationsh ips 
Increased interaction 
Legislation 
Management initiated 
Favourable political agenda 
FTO challenged 
management how MSF was 
run 
TRUST THREE 
Little choice to develop 
partnership but about 
reviewing what already 
done (not involving 
much change 
New HR Director re­
vamped SI group and 
reviewed existing 
relationship 
New CEO (strong open 
leadership) 
TRUST FOUR 
Staff side Q whether 
see changes without 
government pushing I 
HR raised awareness I 
of staff 
Need to open up 
communication 
beyond JCNG and 
improve this meeting 
FTOs interested in 
strengthening local 
trade union side. 
Changes in CEO 
from dictatorial / 
autocratic style to 
more staff 
involvement 
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7.7) Drivers 
The US literature on labour-management cooperation has looked at conditions under 
which cooperative arrangements are more likely to occur and at the outcomes of 
cooperation. However, according to Ospina and Yaroni (2003) there has been less 
attention paid to focusing on how individuals in particular organisational contexts decide 
to engage in cooperative behaviour once the conditions are in place. The authors argue 
that we know about the institutional incentives for cooperation but less about how these 
are translated from the collective (macro) level to the individual level of social interaction 
and that the dynamics of the process has been left unexplored. It could be argued that 
social exchange theory could provide some insights into this process and will be 
discussed in the relevant section below. 
The Industrial relations literature on LM cooperation has for a long time recognised what 
drivers and pressures are a stimulus for change and improvement in co-operative efforts. 
Therefore it will be important to assess to what extent the supported drivers recognised 
from previous literature are relevant in explaining the pressures motivating change in 
relationships in the NHS as a whole and in the Trusts in particular. 
Figure 7.4 illustrates the five factors that participants identified as important catalysts or 
antecedents to the development of partnership. These five factors (changing political 
climate; government policy; realisation of need to develop relationships; the trade union 
making demands; and changes in personnel) will now be considered in turn. 
Changing Political Climate 
As discussed under the section 'Are conditions different under partnership?' participants 
were strongly aware of the impact that cultural change had on the Trust as a whole and 
the employee relations climate in particular. 
In the majority of Trusts (1-3) explicit reference was made to the role that government 
policy and changing political climate has had in promoting changes towards increased co­
operation between management and trade unions. In Trust One, participants referred to 
the pervasiveness of the language of partnership and how this had helped reinforce the 
government's message and in doing so had developed a way or style of working. 
There is an agreement across these three Trusts that government policy provided little 
choice (no alternative) to management but to involve the trade unions and to review 
where the Trusts were in terms of partnership. Despite the fact that Trust four participants 
did not explicitly reference this as a specific driver, its effects were thought to be felt by 
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participants. For example the trade union convenor did question management motives 
and whether improvements would be happening without this government support. 
Stage one of Kochan and Dyer's (1976) model highlights the external and internal 
pressures pushing toward jOint cooperative efforts and stimulating change in union 
management relationships. In support of this, Walton and McKersie (1965) argue that the 
motivation to engage in joint problem solving sometimes emerges from crises situations 
and situations of perceived threat (Peterson and Tracy, 1988). It could be argued that 
more broadly this is the case at the NHS with crises of recruitment and retention 
pervading the service when they started promoting a more co-operative approach. 
As we saw above, there was also evidence that individual actors are dependent on one 
another or have little choice (because of government policy and legislation) as they are 
being forced to work together and could therefore explain why interdependence theory 
can be used to understand management and union motives and their reasons for 
engaging in partnership. 
Government Policy 
Trusts One and Four drew attention to the fact that government policy and an increasing 
awareness of the importance of human resources had made it easier to take 
improvements forward. In fact policy was seen as providing a strong mandate to human 
resource personnel to implement changes. 
In Trust Three, participants perceived that developments in relationships had evolved 
over time and therefore it was perceived pre-dated government policy promoting 
partnership. The push for partnership however provided the impetus, the framework that 
allowed the reviewing and formalisation of relationships. Therefore unlike the previous 
literature on routes into partnership or co-operation (e.g. Kochan and Dyer's (1976) 
Walton and McKersie and Cooke, 1990) the current interest in partnership in the NHS 
was not out of crisis or an attempt to improve poor relationships but an opportunity to 
make a commitment to the informal relationships already working at the Trusts. It could 
be argued however that Knell (1999) found empirical support for this route into 
partnership when he referred to a maturation of existing relationships. Therefore this 
could explain the conception at Trust three that partnership was nothing new, instead a 
mature stage of the relationship. If it involves the growth of the relationship over time and 
partnership was about a public commitment to current approaches, this could question 
whether improvements would have happened anyway without government support and 
encouragement. 
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Realisation Needed to Develop Relationship. 
In Trusts one and four there was the joint recognition and to varying extents the joint 
commitment to develop relationships. In part, there was the motivation of not wanting to 
regress towards a more confrontational climate. Hence, lending support for one of the 
key routes into partnership identified by Knell (1999), that is a route out of poor relations. 
In comparison, this was not directly noted as a driver for change in Trusts two or three. 
Despite this, the need to improve relationships was realised implicitly. 
Social Exchange Theory can help explain the process by which parties decide to engage 
in partnership. Individual actors will attempt to maximise optimal gains based on 
subjective expectations about costs and benefits but these are constrained by incomplete 
information and limited experience (Cooke, 1990 and Homans, 1958). Based on social 
exchange theory and as noted by Cooke (1990) a decision to co-operate must satisfy two 
conditions. Firstly the benefits must outweigh the costs and secondly parties must 
perceive that the net benefit from co-operation is greater than the net benefit from relative 
power options. In sum, the decision to co-operate will be based on a subjective 
assessment of the costs versus the benefits of getting involved and a comparison of the 
alternatives open to the parties. As discussed above management are compelled to work 
with unions by government policy and legislation. The unions have no alternative but to 
get involved, without involvement the perception is that they will not gain. As previously 
noted, the findings suggested that the parties had learnt from experience that there is 
more to gain from co-operation than the adversarial approach of the past. 
In addition, the second step of Kochan and Dyer's (1976) model refers to the initial 
decision to cooperate in the joint venture. The author's argue that the perception of the 
need for cooperation is not sufficient to ensure these cooperative efforts will be 
successful; instead both sides need to commit to the joint endeavour and have a specific 
plan of action. It is hypotheSised that joint commitment will be more likely to develop if 
valued goals are perceived to be attainable and mediate the extent to which the parties 
are to negotiate and make compromises. In Trust one there was evidence that while it 
was important for both sides to follow through on their promises, there was a certain 
amount of good will and confidence that action would follow. 
Trade Union Making Demands 
While in Trusts One, Two and Four the trade unions had also instigated some changes 
and improvements in relationships, in Trust Two and Four these instigators had been the 
Full Time Officials of the unions. However in Trust One it was the local representatives 
themselves that were making demands and suggesting improvements. It could be 
argued that in Trust one therefore that the local representatives feel in a strong enough 
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position to be able to do this. There was evidence that they also had a commitment to 
ensuring that the new, less confrontational approach was adopted by other trade unions 
and managers and the data revealed they partly took on the responsibility for this. This 
finding was potentially significant as evidence of promoting norms of behaviour consistent 
with partnership (Blau, 1964; Dwyer, Schurr & Oh, 1987). 
Changes in Personnel 
In three out of the four Trusts there had been a change in personnel in key positions and 
this was perceived as a key driver in movements towards a more co-operative approach. 
In addition, these individuals' commitment to implement changes and enthusiasm to 
move employee relations forward could signify an important element in explaining their 
situations and progress. The fact that Trust Two had not experienced this change in 
personnel could provide an explanation for relative progress to partnership or the steps 
taken. 
In Trust one as a result of a change in personnel a breakdown in communication had 
tested relationships and while this had been a set back, the outcome was positive in that 
it helped develop relationships further. On the contrary, in Trust Three it was 
acknowledged by HR that there had been nothing to test partnership or relationships. It 
could be suggested that they perceived that relationships needed to be challenged. 
In Trust Three, new trade union representatives in key positions were committed to 
moving relationships forward and building the staff-side. As was the case in Trust One, a 
new HR team had helped to develop relationships. In comparison with Trust Three it was 
directly acknowledged that there was a need to ensure that when new individuals started 
in post, the guidelines would help demonstrate how relationship worked at the Trust. It 
could be argued that institutional incentives are not enough on their own as change also 
requires joint commitment (Kochan and Dyer, 1976). The findings indicated that there is 
a need for committed and enthusiastic individuals to push developments forward. 
7.8) Relationship Maintenance 
Step three in the Kochan and Dyer (1976) model considers how commitment to the 
cooperative effort is maintained and becomes institutionalised into the organisation. It is 
hypothesised that joint commitment is more likely to develop if valued goals are perceived 
to be attainable and will mediate the extent to which the parties compromise. The authors 
identify several factors that could explain the willingness of the parties to continue to 
support the joint effort over time such as achievement of desired goals and benefits. 
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As already mentioned, social exchange theory could make a useful contribution to our 
understanding of the factors that propel and disrupt the ongoing partnership relationship 
(Coyle-Shapiro and Conway, 2005) and could be helpful in considering the process and 
mechanisms by which partnership develops. Specifically, relational cohesion theory 
(Lawler and Yoon, 1993; 1996) and the investment model of commitment (Rusbult et ai, 
1998) could be useful in understanding what processes develop commitment towards the 
relationship and utilised to explain the mechanisms that make partnership work. 
Commitment to Partnership I Relationship Commitment 
During the early stages of the process of developing, it was recognised that the amount of 
enthusiasm/commitment (at least the willingness to explore possibilities) of all parties was 
a driver that helped to 'kick-start' the development process of partnership. The approach 
that a Trust takes or their orientation towards partnership will among other things be 
dependent on how committed individuals are and what specific issues are driving the 
approach. 
Table 7.2 details the views on how the Trusts demonstrate that they are committed to 
partnership and aims to examine what commitment to partnership actually means. Based 
on the findings several levels of commitment towards partnership are identified. At the 
first level there is the willingness to get involved and a realisation that relationships need 
to be developed. Level two involves verbal statements of intent and making promises. At 
the third level, Trusts provide paper commitment and formalise this commitment by 
writing things down. This then moves to the next level of delivering on these 
commitments and putting the promises into action. It should be noted however that not 
all the Trusts went through these commitment levels as described. In order to move from 
the paper commitment there needs to be strong clear leadership from the chief executive 
which can be demonstrated by devoting time and resources to it and 'champions' 
throughout the organisation (Trust 3). These indicators of commitment to partnership can 
be used to examine how committed Trusts are and therefore what progress has been 
made. 
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Table 7.2: The Committed - How commitment is demonstrated? 
Trust one 
Formalise things / put things down 

on paper - helps put things into 

action. 

Delivering of promises. 

Devoting time to it. 

Having a timetable of targets to 

work towards. 

Degree of importance I priority 

attached to it. 

Someone to drive it - proactive ­
individual personalities. 

Part of the long-term vision. 

Trust two 
Paper commitment / verbally stated. 
Goodwill. 
Goes beyond rhetoric to the delivery 

of actions. 

Degree of importance recognised / 

priority attached to it - not just lip 

service. 

Need to have someone who is 

proactive and will drive it. 

Needs to be seen as a long-term 

process. 

Trust three 
Put resources in / ring fenced 
monies and support to make it work. 
Committed to work together - level 
of understanding. 
Time that senior management give 
up - leads to having confidence in 
their commitment to partnership. 
Strong clear leadership from Chief 
Executive. 
Someone to drive it - progressive / 
proactive approach. 
Top management committed to staff. 
Trust four 
Resourcing the initiative sufficiently 
to demonstrate management's 
commitment. 
Partnership will be maintained by 
"sticking to commitments". 
Board level openness to 
partnership. 
Management can show their 
commitment by a certain degree of 
leadership. 
Active HR department - committed 
to having a well supported 
workforce. 
Early union involvement and 
access to information 
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How Committed are the Trusts to partnership? 
When Table 7.2 is coupled with the comparative matrix table (Appendix P) under the 
column 'commitment to partnership' it is possible to compare the Trusts. The majority of 
the Trusts found that writing things down demonstrated management's commitment to go 
beyond just a stated or verbal commitment. For example, writing things down led to a 
formalisation of the approach that helps to ensure that partnership is put into practice 
across the organisation. The benefits include a clear approach, the avoidance of 
inconsistencies and continuity so that partnership becomes part of the Trust's culture, 
with everyone working to same values. The level of resources and time that the Trusts 
put into developing partnership was seen as an indicator of how important partnership 
was seen. 
All Trusts demonstrate a certain level of commitment but this varies in intensity. The 
findings indicate that partnership is not thought to be given the highest priority in any 
Trust. It should be noted that it could be difficult for Trusts to give partnership the level of 
priority that they would like to, because it is set against other priorities. For example, in 
Trust four the HR Director pointed out that while the trust was committed to partnership, it 
would along with other HR issues be fighting against clinical priorities. 
Leadership and senior management commitment were also highlighted directly or implied 
in all Trusts as an important determinant of the success of partnership. It is clear that 
progress will only be made towards partnership if someone or several individuals are 
taking responsibility to drive it along. Based on the evidence presented, Trusts one, three 
and four, all have someone driving through the changes and these people are backed up 
by senior management commitment. 
As can be seen from table 7.2 Trusts one and two drew attention to the fact that 
partnership should be seen as a long-term process and not part of any short-term 
solution to improve relationships. However, the staff-side in Trust two was unsure 
whether the Trust's management was committed in the long-term. There was the concern 
that the management just worked towards reaching short-term financial targets and 
therefore was not leading to genuine commitment to partnership. Moreover, there is a 
lack of strategic direction and someone driving it, which has seemed to lead to nothing 
really being achieved or at best, disjointed activities. 
In addition, while in Trust four there was HR commitment to developing relationships 
there were reservations from the staff-side. It was not clear whether there is a clear 
message coming out from the chief executive, although the HR Director argued that there 
is openness from the Trust board to the idea of partnership. For example, the board has 
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agreed for the part-time convenor post and for the trade unions to have a representative 
on the Trust's public board. It could be argued that this signifies to the public and the 
Trust's staff that the trade unions are an important partner of the Trust. However unlike 
the other Trusts', the chief executive does not attend the Joint Consultation and 
Negotiating Group and this could contradict the message of how important the 
relationships with staff and their representatives are. 
As commented in the literature review, Knell (1999) found that senior management 
commitment is a prerequisite of developing a partnership approach and this seems to be 
borne out by the results. However, the current research has highlighted that it is more 
widespread than simply commitment from senior management. There needs also to be 
someone there to drive through the ideas and this is linked to a second prerequisite 
highlighted by Knell (1999), that of the need for strong clear leadership. It was clear that 
for unions to become involved then they need to have confidence in management's 
commitment to partnership. As Cooke (1990) argues, in co-operative efforts both parties 
make assessments of the level of trust and commitment and a negative assessment will 
lead to a decrease in the intensity of each party's efforts. 
In addition, self-reported commitment is a robust predictor of not only persistence but also 
the incidence of pro-relationship behaviours and the willingness to exert effort or endure 
costs for the good of the relationship (Rusbult et ai, 1998). The author's investment model 
of commitment predicts the individual's motivation to remain in the relationship by 
considering the level of investment, satisfaction and the quality of alternatives. Therefore 
the model could be useful in understanding why parties decide to co-operate and to 
continue to over time. As suggested previously, all Trusts referred to a lack of 
alternatives in choosing to work in partnership with the trade union. Participants in Trust 
one and three suggested that management and trade unions had worked through the 
difficult times together and this was perceived to have helped develop and maintain the 
relationship. Thus this could be said to demonstrate a high level of investment on behalf 
of the parties. Finally, there was some evidence of satisfaction as participants were able 
to identify benefits from co-operation and management had recognised the benefits of 
working with the union rather than against them. The data could therefore also support 
the hypothesis that joint commitment is more likely to develop if goals are believed to be 
attainable and could explain the actors' readiness to support the jOint endeavour over 
time (Kochan and Dyer, 1976). 
7.9) Problems Encountered I Barriers to Partnership 
The preceding section examined some of the mechanisms by which partnership can 
develop successfully. While the literature highlights a number of barriers to partnership, 
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less is known about the impact these have or what organisations were dOing to overcome 
them. This section will consider the problems that had been encountered by the Trusts in 
order to assess to what extent these amounted to risks to the development of partnership 
and to outcomes being achieved. Figure 7.5 shows that Trusts perceived seven barriers 
toward partnership working. These will be discussed in turn but a number of them will be 
considered together. 
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Figure 7.5 - Barriers to Partnership 
BARRIERS 
Lack of trust and 
commitment 
Lack of 
management 
capability 
Lack of 
management 
awareness 
Workloads / lack of 
time 
Pressures on time 
/ priorities 
Staffing levels 
Union 
effectiveness: 
Lack of skills / 
experience 
Lack of time / reps. 
Changing Org. 
culture 
TRUST ONE 
Mistrust 
Devoting more time 
People management skills 
Lacks visibility 
Entrenched positions 
Knowing what information 
can share 
Pressure of packed agenda 
- time for staff to get 
involved 
Same people all time ­
pressure on the few 
Lack of skills I confidence I 
experience - can't 
contribute on equal footing 
with management 
Lack proactive approach 
and profile because lack 
time 
TRUST TWO 
Lack of understanding of 
union role and benefits of 
union 
Huge NHS agenda ­
competing pressures 
Lack staffing and other 
resources - link to no 
funding for release 
Not able to contribute / 
influence 
Lack reps I time /skill / 
experience compounds 
problem 
Poor representation 
Lack of cohesive group 
Changing individual's 
mindsets 
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TRUST THREE 
Distrust and suspicion 
Lack of understanding of union 
role 
Low attendance 

Poor organisation 

Lack of time I staff and 

resources 

Lack interest 

Changing individual's mindsets 
-
TRUST FOUR 
Suspicion and scepticism 
Don't know about what union 
can do 
I 
Dynamics of staff side -lack 
cohesiveness 
Lack skills - constructing 
argument 
Lack of time and reps 
Resistance to change ­
challenge autocratic style (esp. 
middle manager) 
I 
Lack of trust and commitment 
As Cooke (1990) argues in co-operative efforts both parties make assessments of the 
level of trust and commitment and a negative assessment will lead to a decrease in the 
intensity of each party's efforts. 
The majority of Trusts highlighted mistrust and a lack of commitment as potential 
problems among some quarters of the workforce, however it did not appear to be an 
issue for those in key relationships. 
It has already been well-recognised in both the theoretical and empirical literature that a 
lack of trust and commitment can be key barriers to the development of partnership (e.g. 
Cooke, 1990; Heaton et ai, 2002). 
Lack ofmanagement capability and management awareness 
Management respondents in ali Trusts identified that they were unaware of the role that 
the union played and this was leading to them not knowing when to involve the union. In 
Trust two in particular this it was perceived that management did realise what benefits 
could be gained from involving the union. 
The findings are consistent with previous studies in the NHS that found that middle! line 
managers were an obstruction to staff involvement because of the pressure they are 
under to manage divergent targets (cf Tailby, 2004). However, the current study suggests 
that it is a lack of people management skills and lack of confidence from both managers 
and staff who are not used to being involved in these types of relationships. Finally, 
Munro (2002) highlights the importance of raising awareness and the impact that this can 
have in overcoming some of these barriers the current study suggests that in order to 
ensure an even implementation throughout the organisation raising awareness is vital but 
this also needs to be coupled with the sharing of good practice between departments. 
Workload Pressures (managing priorities) / lack of time and staffing levels 
While the huge NHS agenda was mentioned across all Trusts, it was Trusts one and two 
that expressed concern that these general pressures were having a impact on the 
development of partnership and in particular on the level of union involvement. The 
following section will consider how the contribution of the staff-side in all Trusts was 
limiting the success of partnership. 
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Union effectiveness: Lack of skiffs / experience / time / reps. 

All the Trusts questioned the capability of the trade union representatives (e.g. 

negotiation skills) to become fully engaged in partnership. In all four Trusts the 

effectiveness of the trade union representatives is a major constraining factor to the 

development of partnership and it appeared to be the main barrier to progress. The 

ability of the staff side to contribute to discussion was thought to affect staff sides' 

commitment to and the effectiveness of partnership. 

When examining the questionnaire results in table 7.3, it was clear that there was a 

neutral attitude amongst staff across the three Trusts regarding the effectiveness of trade 

union representatives. The mean scores do show however that staff felt that trade unions 

do take notice of their members problems. 

Table 7.3 - Analysis of variance between the Trusts on union effectiveness 
Sample Standard Trust Trust Trust Sig. 
Mean Deviation one two four Level 
Union N =110 N =100 N =333 
effectiveness 
Overall satisfaction 3.18 .84022 3.14 3.13 3.21 .648 
with the union (0.97) (0.73) (0.83) 
Take notice of 3.71 .98537 3.70 3.64 3.73 .777 
member's (0.98) (0.94) (1.00) 
problems 
Are taken seriously 3.42 .99867 3.37 3.49 3.42 .715 
be management (1.00) (0.88) (1.03) 
Make a difference 3.24 1.00447 3.21 3.16 3.28 .577 
to what it is like to (1.01) (0.96) (1.02) 
work here. 
Union satisfaction Union Effectiveness 
5 =Very Satisfied 5 =Strongly agree 
4 =Satisfied 4 =A~ee slight!y" 
3 =Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 =Neither agree nor disagree 
2 =Dissatisfied 2 =Disag_ree sl!9.ht!y' J 
1 =Very dissatisfied 1 = Strongly disagree 
The findings could suggest that representation of members' interests is where member 
satisfaction in the union was at its strongest. 
Lack of Organisation. 
In the majority of Trusts (Trusts 2, 3 and 4) attention was drawn to the need for the staff 
side to work as part of a team, to come well prepared to meetings and to provide a 
coherent approach. Effective contribution was also being constrained by how the 
individual representatives actually worked as a staff-side, i.e. Trusts two, three and four 
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all referred to the problems with the organisation of the staff-side. As a result of this 
situation the staff side was not taken seriously by management. 
These problems of organisation and the ability to contribute to discussions were also not 
helped by further difficulties with a scarcity of representatives, the lack of time I resources 
and the release of staff for trade union duties. All the Trusts seemed to be 
acknowledging these problems but there were differences in the way and the extent that 
these were being overcome. For example, Trust four had appointed a staff side 
representative as a trade union convenor to act as a sole pOint of contact to improve the 
ease of communication. In addition, in Trust two the trade union's Full Time Officer was 
working with the Trust about the introduction of central monies to fund union 
representatives in their duties. 
Changing Organisational Culture 
As mentioned previously, cultural change is a strong focus for activities in implementing 
partnership. Three out of the four Trusts argued that changing the mindsets of staff 
would be an important under taking if partnership was going to be achieved. In Trusts 
two and four, participants expressed particular concern that the legacy of a more 
dictatorial management style would lead to problems implementing a partnership 
approach throughout the organisation. 
7.10) SUMMARY 
The findings reveal a consensus view that partnership involved co-operation and 
attention was consistently drawn to the key dimensions such as trust, honesty and 
openness when describing the nature of partnership. 
The data revealed the following areas around which respondent's perceived changing 
conditions: 
A culture change in the NHS from competition to collaboration. 
A changing employee relations climate from confrontation to co-operation. 
A different trade union approach (less militant). 
Management view's of the benefit of union involvement. 
Increases in joint work, union involvement and information sharing. 
The findings indicated that several outcomes were perceived to have been achieved as a 
result of partnership: 
Improvements in relationships derived from a more harmonious environment. 
Efficiency and productivity gains in implementing change. 
The potential for mutual gains. 
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Trusts were involved in the following activities to develop partnership: 
The strengthening of existing joint management-union structures. 
The formation of dedicated partnership/staff involvement sub-groups. 
The arrangement of joint management-union 'away days' facilitated by a third party 
to aid in the development of the relationship. 
The following factors were identified as conditions that had driven improvements in 
relationships: 
The changing political climate and government policy that focused co-operative 
efforts. 
A realisation and joint commitment to make improvements. 
Trade unions demanding changes. 
Changes in key personnel. 
Finally, the findings highlighted the importance of commitment in mediating the 
successful development of partnership but the findings also highlighted the following 
barriers to further improvements: 
Lack of trust and commitment of individuals. 

Lack of capabilities and capacity of both management and trade unions 

Lack of awareness on the part of management of the role that trade unions can play 

under partnership. 

Organisational pressures constraining the development of partnership and the extent 

to which individuals can contribute. 
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Chapter Eight - Conclusion. 
8) INTRODUCTION 
This final chapter presents an overview of the main findings of the research and 
highlights the contribution of the thesis. The purpose of the chapter is to review the path 
that the research took and to review how far the objectives of the research have been 
met. The chapter will outline the significance of the research problem and summarise the 
research design followed. A summary of the major findings will be accompanied by a 
discussion of the implications for managers and trade unions in the health service and in 
turn will consider the implications for the government and wider union movement. The 
chapter will outline the conclusions drawn from the study and offers recommendations. 
After highlighting the contribution of the thesis the chapter suggests the limitations of the 
study and proposes areas for future research. 
8.1) SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
There has been a continuing debate about the direction that the field and practice of 
employee relations and HRM will take. It is suggested that HRM as a field of 
management practice is often viewed with suspicion by employees, and consequently 
there are problems in gaining employee commitment. Therefore, it could be argued that 
there is the need for an alternative approach, one such alternative and the topic of this 
research is partnership. It is more than just an approach to human resources but has 
been considered a new way of managing the employment relationship based on the 
premise that co-operation is more constructive than conflict as a basis for developing 
successful and fruitful relationships between employees and employers through 
compromise. Unlike HRM, partnership is more likely to make trade unions central to this, 
as a vehicle to gain employee's views and provide understanding and support for the 
approach. 
Despite a growing number of studies, the extant literature outlines the need for further 
research that utilises a theoretical framework to examine the mechanisms by which 
partnership can be effective and the processes and challenges involved in building 
partnership. In particular the literature highlights the need for a theoretical base that can 
be used to assess its Significance as a new approach to employee relations. 
Few attempts have been made to draw research together into anything meaningful or 
comprehensive in terms of models and frameworks. Specifically, previous studies have 
often focused on singular issues and only a few studies (such as Heaton et ai, 2000 and 
Knell, 1999) have considered the initial steps of developing partnership. The current 
study took a more holistic approach, examining the process of developing partnership, 
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where previous studies have often only addressed fragments of this process and 
assessing the viability of partnership as an approach to employee relations. 
Approaches to partnership presented in the literature include principles and sets of 
practices; however this implies a focus on outcomes; and thus tends to ignore the 
process issues involved in introducing partnership working into an organisation (e.g. the 
IPA model 1992; 1997 being the most comprehensive). The strengths of current 
approaches to partnership lie in providing these sets of prescriptions; however their 
weaknesses lie in the fact that they are mainly content driven and thus this research 
builds on these approaches by examining whether social exchange theory provides the 
means by which to discover the processes by which partnership achieves. 
In general we do not have a sufficient body of evidence as to how partnership develops 
and what steps are involved, what works and what does not. It is clear that there are 
difficulties at a local level but more detailed knowledge and empirical research is needed 
to explore the challenges partnership brings at this local level and the reasons for varying 
degrees of enthusiasm. It could be argued that the variation of evidence is an indication 
that the concept has not been fully embedded and the research aimed to investigate 
whether this was actually the case. From this context the current study examined 
variations in employee relations policy and practice and identified the barriers and drivers 
to partnership working and considered what impact this had on the success of Trusts in 
introducing the changes necessary. 
The literature still fails to gain a consensus definition on what partnership is. Different 
people give partnership different meanings, and it is diffused through different contexts, 
therefore causing a definitional problem that adds to its complexity. The nature of 
partnership itself, i.e. the coincidences needed for partnership to be a success, leads to 
different understanding of what it means and therefore, no partnership is the same. The 
current research aimed to find out what partnership means to the actors involved and the 
level of consensus that there is between management and union participants. 
The question of union involvement in partnership remains contentious and is clearly an 
important issue that needs to be addressed. The literature highlighted that responding to 
partnership will be a challenge that the unions' face and reference is made to varying 
degrees of support and enthusiasm, with the greatest reservations being held at local 
level. There are also conflicting debates regarding the form that the involvement, roles 
and strategies used by trade union representatives will take in this new environment. The 
current research aimed to understand why there were these reservations and what 
impact this was likely to have on partnership and the approach taken to it. In addition to 
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the union's approach, the challenges that partnership raises for Trust level union activists 
were examined. The purpose of this was to investigate to what extent unions are capable 
of changing behaviour and delivering benefits to the union and its members from working 
in partnership. In doing so, the effect of partnership on the union's role and influence in 
Trusts was analysed. The current study has considered the expectations of the union's 
role and how these expectations affect the success and outcomes of partnership. 
The political context has also been important in driving increased interest in partnership 
and public policy is favourable for building relationships around the concept. The NHS is 
no exception; it is NHSE policy to encourage it and is held up alongside staff involvement 
as best practice for conducting employee relations. 
There is a dearth of studies solely in the public sector; most research into partnership 
was· focused initially in the private sector where there were high profile examples of 
partnership agreements, it is only recently that there have been a few studies in a NHS 
context (notably Heaton et ai, 2000; Munro, 2002; TaBby, et ai, 2004). However, it is still 
unclear how widespread these agreements are or how successful they are in reality. 
The introduction of the partnership philosophy is an experiment in the NHS and signifies 
a complete culture change from one based on competition and the internal market to a 
culture centred on co-operation. It therefore offered the opportunity to investigate 
partnership from an early stage of its introduction by NHS Trusts and to evaluate whether 
partnership in this context was substantially different and to what extent had it produced 
valuable outcomes. It was the aim to track the process of developing partnership from 
this stage. It was also an interesting situation where those at the top of a very large 
organisation impose this kind of approach on the local Trusts. 
In addition, the nature of the NHS environment means that there is a strong union 
presence and was therefore a good test bed to assess whether partnership can actually 
mean a stronger role for trade unions. Although relationships between management and 
unions had not always been 'cosy', it could be argued that this was a reasonably 
favourable climate for introducing partnership. That is, there is a more positive stance 
from the government where employees are seen as a valuable asset to be developed. 
Despite these variations, other studies on employee relations in the NHS have evidenced 
that Trusts seem to be continuing to foster the good relationships that exist in most and 
there was a strong commitment to working with the unions (e.g. Carr, 1999). However, 
other studies in the private sector have highlighted potential problem areas and difficulties 
at the local level that are surfacing when partnership is introduced. This further 
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highlighted the need to consider what is going on locally in the NHS and the need to 
consider the possible barriers that are being experienced when developing partnership. 
8.2) SUMMARY OF RESEARCH DESIGN 
One of the main objectives of this research was to draw together the commonalties from 
the literature and the findings from the preliminary empirical investigation at three 
organisational levels (national/ regional/local) in order to generate a clear framework of 
the key factors that NHS Trusts must consider when introducing partnership. In doing so, 
this will advance our understanding of what makes partnership work by isolating the 
critical success factors and barriers of the approach. The purpose has been to conduct 
empirical research to test the assumptions being made about partnership and to 
determine the key activities and stages in the process. 
The aim of the research approach was a search for consensus of views on the meaning 
and experience of partnership. Key informant interviews with key union officials, local 
union activists and HR managers, was the technique used to gain this consensus of 
views initially, through qualitative means to gain a full understanding of what partnership 
means and to describe the approach taken in the NHS. The research sampled the views 
of significant stakeholders at NHS trust workplaces to investigate whether there is any 
consensus of views between staff working at different levels within the organisation. 
The main study utilised a comparative case study approach and included four case 
studies in the acute sector in one region in England and these cases were each identified 
as having varying degrees of enthusiasm for partnership and were considered to be at 
different stages of development. The purpose for this selection of Trusts was to examine 
systematically whether common patterns evolve and where these patterns emerge. 
Comparisons were drawn through cross-case analyses to enable further inSights to be 
gained. 
Within each case a selection of different techniques, both qualitative and quantitative, 
were also used to provide triangulation. A qualitative approach was used to allow for 
flexibility and the promotion of the emergence of theory and as there is a lack of empirical 
awareness, to allow the continual development and refinement of the research questions 
as the research progresses. Furthermore, a quantitative survey was used in order to 
ensure that staff experience of partnership was taken into account. It was important in 
understanding partnership to have an inclusive approach that ensures that all 
stakeholders to the partnership were included. Previous studies tended to concentrate 
solely on the main players in the relationship such as HR Managers and trade union 
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representatives without capturing the views of the rank and file (For exceptions see 

Richardson et ai, 2005 and Tailby et ai, 2004). 

8.3) THE OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH. 

Informed by social exchange theory, the study examines the viability of partnership within 

the NHS and attempts to understand the conditions for its successful development. 

Therefore, the study endeavoured to achieve the following: 

- To examine the extent to which partnership constitutes a viable new approach to 
employee relations, based on an NHS context (and more broadly to consider its 
usefulness in other contexts), as well as the activities that underpin it and its 
perceived outcomes; 
- To identify the facilitators and barriers to the approach (i.e. the factors that propel and 
disrupt partnership); 
- To offer recommendations on how partnership might be implemented and some of 
the key barriers perceived necessary to overcome; and 
To explore the key challenges that partnership raises for the Trust level union 
activists and local managers involved. 
8.4) SUMMARY OF MAJOR RESEARCH FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
A summary of the major findings and the conclusions that can be drawn from these 
investigations are presented here and include evidence collected at the exploratory 
phase and the main stage of the research. This section will summarise the key findings of 
how conditions are different under partnership, what it has achieved, the activities 
involved in developing of partnership and the variables that facilitate and act as barriers 
to this process examined. Finally, the section will consider the contribution that social 
exchange theory has made to the understanding of the process of developing 
partnership. 
Understanding ofpartnership 
The findings suggest that seeing partnership as an exchange (i.e. a process of 'give and 
take') is a valid way of conceptualising the nature of the relationship between 
management and unions. Partnership was described in relationship terms rather than 
perceiving it as purely an organisational initiative, A key emphasis was placed on 
cooperation, but participants also highlighted dimensions that could be regarded as 
elements of a quality relationship such as trust, honesty and openness, 
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Are Conditions Different Under Partnership? 
The literature suggests that to understand whether partnership is a significant and 
sustainable trend it is a necessary to consider historically to what extent conditions are 
different (Kelly, 2001; Ospina and Yaroni, 2003).The findings evidenced change in a 
number of areas. Firstly, they revealed a shift in culture from one that had promoted 
competition to a more open environment that supported collaboration. Despite this 
observation the change in culture was not complete with some Trusts still finding it 
difficult to leave behind the old culture. In spite of these misgivings, the data revealed 
positive moves towards the willingness to search for compromises among key players. 
The findings suggested that moves towards further co-operation were instigated and 
advanced by individual efforts rather than just from the institutional incentives. The 
evidence therefore lends support for an equal theoretical focus and importance being 
placed on individual behaviours that support the relationship as well as the structural 
contingencies (Befu, 1977; Zafitovski's, 2003). 
Changes in the way trade union representatives interacted were evident. In parallel to 
broader changes in the way employee relations were managed, the behavioural style of 
the representatives was one of facilitating a softer approach. In addition there was some 
evidence of them taking a role in endorsing and reminding others of this preferred style in 
an attempt to promote the co-operative environment developing. 
The final sets of factors suggest increases in union involvement and contribution in some 
areas. In particular, joint policy development was a significant trend and in some cases 
the time spent working together was significant in understanding how the relationship 
builds over time. Finally, while increased information sharing was evident there was 
mixed evidence on the extent to which this amounted to either party making concessions 
(Kelly, 2004). It would seem that the value and relevance placed on this information 
would mediate the extent to which individuals recognised a significant change in 
conditions. 
What has Partnership Achieved? 
There was the perception that working in partnership could potentially lead to mutual 
gains, however the reality was that there was limited evidence of this being achieved. It 
would appear easier for participants to highlight the benefits gained than provide 
evidence of either side achieving any specific stated objectives. 
Significantly, early outcomes from the development of partnership were evident even in 
the cases where relationships had been poor in the past. The findings would suggest that 
improvements in the quality of relationships between the key actors (Le. between those 
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individuals who interacted most frequently) could be considered an early outcome of 
increases in partnership working. There was no evidence to suggest that power 
imbalances in the relationship could be blocking the achievement of improvements in 
relationships (Kelly, 2004). 
The Development of Parlnership: Key Activities 
The findings suggest no evidence of the supplanting of old bargaining machinery with 
new partnership structures. Instead partnership was approached within existing 
structures and in some cases this involved reviewing recognition agreements. There was 
however some evidence of more significant moves from less formal negotiation and to 
joint problem solving approaches. Based on these findings it would appear that Trusts 
were, at least initially, managing to balance both types of approach (Cooke, 1990). 
The Process of Developing Parlnership: Drivers, relationship maintenance and problems 
encountered. 
While the literature recognises that the political dimension to partnership cannot be 
ignored or under-estimated (Kelly, 2001), the findings demonstrate that the changing 
political climate and government policy that supported partnership played a role in 
promoting culture change and moves towards co-operation and partnership. 
The findings revealed there was no single driver, even in the same organisation a range 
of drivers were evident, such as the maturation of an existing relationship facilitated by 
the favourable political climate. It would seem that institutional incentives were not 
sufficient on their own, a joint commitment to take partnership forward was necessary 
(Kochan and Dyer, 1976). However, it was also clear that having committed individuals 
on management side helped to propel the development of the relationship. In addition, 
self-reported commitment would seem to provide some explanation of the motivation of 
actors to continue to invest in the relationship (Rusbult, et al 1998). As the findings 
indicated, management's demonstrations of good will were sufficient to provide incentives 
for the union to continue to co-operate. However, the extent to which this would last was 
questionable. 
The findings provide support for the affect theory of social exchange (Lawler, 2001) in 
that increased and sustained attempts to work jointly generate obligations toward each 
other which in turn can help to maintain and strengthen the relationship. 
The findings suggested that working in partnership involved a high-maintenance 
relationship that takes time and effort to develop and sustain, evidenced in perceived 
345 

successes at developing of relationships. Furthermore, partnership was an evolving 
approach that needed to be continually worked at. 
8.5) IMPLICATIONS 
The next section will present some implications that have arisen from the research. It will 
consider issues for academics, practitioners and the Government. 
8.5.1) Policy Implications for the NHS, Government, Trade Union Movement and 
Society 
The research has questioned whether the imposition of partnership through public policy 
was effective. The results have showed that if partners do not truly buy into the initiative, 
then the commitment necessary for a strong and enduring partnership is lacking and 
therefore will be ineffective. The criteria that could be used to measure this is whether 
enough resources are being put into this at Trust level. 
The research also highlighted the wider debate in the NHS of the question of the use of 
targets and how effective this policy is to ensure things will get done to a certain 
standard. The problem seemed to be that targets were set but there 'was insufficient 
support for the achievement of these. Guidance provided through the resource website 
and document 'Staff Involvement: Better Decisions, Better Care' claims to provide advice 
on how to put the rhetoric into practice but the resource seems to fall short of this. It 
provides a database of thumbnail sketches and suggests that the aim is for Trusts to 
learn from the experience of others but does nothing to try and draw out the key lessons 
that can be learnt. The document states that it does not offer any new initiatives but 
develops earlier documents and is still written in a quite prescriptive way. It could be 
argued that this guidance was developed too late, that is to say after Trusts have been 
trying to develop partnership and staff involvement for several years. It could be argued 
that this is tantamount to setting employees individual performance targets and then not 
giving them the training and support to deal with any shortfall. While flexibility in the 
system is important for local implementation, it is necessary to support the local Trusts in 
implementing partnership. The results also suggested the need to share best practice on 
achieving targets; thus facilitating improvements in practice throughout the NHS system. 
The sharing of best practice and the successes are recognised as important across 
Trusts (DoH, 2003) and the findings suggested an increasing incidence of this. However, 
the research showed that there was inconsistent practice within the Trusts themselves, 
which indicated that there was also the need to share best practice at this level. In 
addition, it was clear that Trusts needed to both share in the successes but also to share 
examples of where things had not worked. The research suggests that the search for an 
ideal formula is futile and that the process of developing partnership is context specific. 
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It could be argued that there were certain wider social implications that could be identified 
from the research. The main implication to mention is the avoidance of industrial unrest 
by replacing conflict with co-operation, hopefully resulting in a happier workforce. 
However, it is still unclear whether we are witnessing a complete change in the way the 
employment relationship is managed or simply the tweaking of an approach that already 
exists. It is clear that partnership needs to be tested over the long-term for its endurance. 
The jury is still out on whether partnership is a valuable development in the private sector, 
let alone in the public sector. The results indicated the need for further research into any 
differences between these environments and it is thought that much can be learnt from 
sharing best practice between them and the making of comparisons. 
The barriers identified factors that can lead to a breakdown of the partnership. Conflict 
and subsequently how this is dealt with will be the major test for partnership, such as for 
example, if the union reverts back to a traditional approach (or even management) based 
on conflict and the threat of strikes. The most important thing is that the parties to the 
relationship should be able to disagree and there should be sophisticated and mature 
procedures for dealing with disagreements effectively; the search for compromise being 
at the centre of a partnership approach. 
The research did highlight certain policy questions about what happens if the 
Conservatives get back into government. One senior Unison representative argued that 
it was the aim of the union to become so far embedded into the fabric of the workplace 
that it would be almost impossible to remove them. It is difficult to keep changing culture 
because it takes too long. This was evidenced when it was clear that the Labour 
government would not revoke on all the Conservative government legislation that was put 
in place. 
One legacy of the Conservative government that has led to a barrier to culture change is 
the competitive culture that was left over from the internal market that the Conservatives 
had encouraged. This competitive culture is completely at odds with the idea of 
partnership, however the evidence suggested that there is a more positive atmosphere 
developing in the NHS that is more in tune with working together. 
The research has policy implications for the trade union movement, not just in terms of 
policy but in terms of what roles their representatives have on the ground and the 
relationship between full-time officers and local union representatives. 
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There are also implications for union becoming too involved with management and how 
the unions are going to ensure the independence that is necessary for them to survive. 
This independence is vital as it helps to build the trust of union members and to some 
extent the managers. This is to ensure that what the union is communicating is 
representative of staff views. In conclusion, there needs to be honest and open 
communication, for both sides to work together effectively. 
Raising the profile of the trade union. 
What was clear from the research was the need to publicise the trade union's role in the 
partnership. The results indicated that the majority of staff did not even know what the 
Joint Management / Staff Groups were and were not aware they existed or what their 
function was. This again is an indication of the low profile that employee relations and 
trade unions had in most Trusts. The lack of awareness was not only a widespread 
concern amongst employees who were not aware of the extent of the" union's role but 
there was also an indication that managers did also not know what role the union 
representatives were playing in the arrangements. It could be argued that it is not just the 
job of the trade union to communicate and keep their members informed but it is also 
about management recognising the important role that the union has and that they are 
also able and willing to acknowledge this. 
In considering what could be done about enabling union representatives to do their union 
duties it was highlighted that there was a need to raise the profile of the union; so that 
management (especially at middle and lower levels) recognised them as making a 
valuable contribution to the running of the Trust and can see the importance of releasing 
them from their job duties. In addition, the setting up of a central fund would also 
demonstrate management's commitment to working with the unions and offering part of 
the solution for relieving the pressure on individual managers and departments. The 
findings highlight the importance of developing a culture that is accepting of partnership 
and the role of the trade union within this. In addition, it was not only a simple solution of 
providing time off with cover (as per legal requirements) and all the practicalities that this 
involved but it was also about raising awareness at departmental level with managers 
and also with the colleagues of the representatives that have to cover their work. 
8.6) RECOMMENDATIONS 
The findings of this study suggest a number of actionable implications for managers in 
organisations wanting to develop a partnership relationship. The success of partnership is 
dependent on the capability of the individuals involved and the process used to 
implement partnership. 
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• Organisations must focus on developing open communication and the disclosure of 
information is vital. Staff need to have confidence to share information freely and a 
clear understanding needs to be developed and agreed by all parties. Once the main 
players have decided what partnership means to them and there is agreement at this 
level, this understanding then needs to be effectively communicated to the rest of the 
organisation to avoid confusion and to de-mystify the process. 
• Education and awareness training needs to be provided. Managers need guidance, 
protocols and clear rules of behaviour so that managers know how they should be 
acting. There is clear direction from the top of the organisation and there is strong 
clear leadership. 
• Organisations need to carry out regular evaluations to assess the extent of the 
diffusion of the partnership idea. There are a range of methods that can be used to 
do this such as performance appraisals and employee questionnaires. 
Organisational culture is a powerful tool that can be used to influence behaviour to 
engender partnership values. Everyone needs to be responsible for developing a 
culture conducive to partnership and involvement. 
• Leadership needs to be developed throughout the organisation to build a strong 
culture, by managers leading by example. If partnership and its principles run 
throughout the organisation, other managers can see it working and the benefits that 
can be gained. It is about changing attitudes and then the behaviour change should 
follow. Therefore it will be necessary to publicise its successes. The findings found 
that there was certainly a need to publicise the role of the union if they were going to 
be a real partner. An understanding of the union's role needs to be communicated as 
widely as possible. 
• Partnership working for trade unions is not a guarantee of survival. Trade unions 
need to learn to be inclusive and act as a voice for staff, (including those that are 
union members and those that are not). However, trade unions will only survive if 
they grow in membership. Trade unions will only maintain credibility with the 
employers if they are seen to represent a large proportion of the workforce. It could 
be argued however that if staff can see unions being inclusive and working co­
operatively with their employer then they are more likely to want to join. It could also 
be said that trade unions need to ensure that they are providing something that their 
members want. This means that communication is a vital aspect for unions to 
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master, both listening and sharing information. In addition it means having strong 
and effective organisation that is independent from management. 
• 	 All representatives need to be consistently effective and in order to ensure this, trade 
union training is necessary. This training will involve both attitude and skills 
development linked to new roles such as the chairing of meetings. Confidence is a 
big issue in enabling union representatives to work as partners of management, to 
act as equals and represent their members. 
• 	 Effective participation and involvement in the NHS is the key to success. 
There need to be improvements in communication, a comprehensive strategy, policy 
and practical procedures that work and are valuable to the staff themselves. In order 
to have credibility there needs to be extensive consultation on this. While in some 
cases there are experts to draw up the policy there also needs wide consultation from 
the beginning. As mentioned while awareness training and changing attitudes are 
necessary; ultimately this could mean that a change in personnel may be necessary, 
if the education is not effective. Performance appraisals can be used to measure the 
implementation of staff involvement and the extent to which changes have been 
made. While Trusts are already being told that staff involvement objectives should be 
included in performance appraisals, there was no evidence that this was happening. 
8.7)CONTRIBUTION OF THESIS 
Initially, the present study contributes to the partnership literature on the developmental 
processes of partnerships by utilising social exchange theory to better understand the 
viability of partnership. The development process of partnership has not been 
systematically collated and so the research will attempt to fill this gap in the knowledge on 
partnership. By doing this the specific activities that an organisation goes through to build 
a partnership approach are identified. However, the study went beyond simply describing 
the process, to identifying the mechanisms by which partnership works and explores what 
challenges this will bring for those involved. 
In particular, examining partnership from a social exchange perspective enabled a deeper 
understanding of the decision processes involved when deciding whether to co-operate. 
The study demonstrates that the theory (and its related concepts) can be helpful in 
examining the viability of partnership in understanding the mechanisms that lead to its 
successful development and the maintenance of the relationship over time. Therefore, 
the social exchange literature provides useful inSights into how a long-lasting co­
operative relationship between management and trade unions can be achieved. 
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In assessing the viability of partnership, the thesis contributes by identifying the 
conditions under which partnership produces its effects and demonstrating how these 
differed in terms of changes in both the climate and the behaviour and attitudes of 
participants. In sum, the idea of social exchange would seem to provide an underpinning 
rationale for partnership. 
The thesis contributes by considering both the key activities involved and the facilitators 
and barriers to such an approach. The research builds on models that consider the 
positive determinants of partnership approaches but also considers the barriers and 
moves away from previous studies by taking into account the process nature of 
introducing and developing partnership. The research explores the challenges that this 
has brought and how these have been overcome and considers the internal and external 
influences that have had an impact on the implementation of the approach. 
It has been acknowledged that effective processes are more significant than institutional 
structures in the development of partnerships. However, what these effective processes 
are have still not been clearly identified. The thesis examines the overall process and 
how the process is managed and uses social exchange theory to understand what 
conditions are important. Previous studies have described how organisations have 
developed partnership and given suggestions on the facilitators and barriers. Other 
studies have looked at parts of the process of developing partnership but the literature 
lacks a clear theoretical and empirical understanding of said process and what precise 
approaches lead to positive outcomes. The contribution of the thesis thus is a better 
understanding of the key activities and the structures that need to be in place for its 
successful implementation. 
When partnership is seen in relationship terms it is seen as a continuous activity of 
promoting the facilitators and addressing the barriers. For example, in comprehending 
the process it is important to consider what facilitates the approach, and what by its 
absence hinders the development of partnership. This indicates the importance of the 
overall process and approach taken. Partnership (such as the concepts of knowledge 
management and the learning organisation) is an ideal state and therefore represents a 
journey that the parties go through; where informal relationships are built up and support 
the more formal structures. It should be argued that discussions as to whether 
partnerships are genuine or counterfeit do not represent the principal issue. It is whether 
partnership is the most effective management model and recognising that there will be 
many different forms of this during the evolution to the "ideal". 
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The thesis' theoretical contribution tests the partnership approach. In doing so, it 

considers the viability of partnership as an approach to IR; and informs models of 

partnership in the NHS in the context of wider theory and practice. 

Finally, the thesis has specific practical contributions both for management and unions in 

the area of partnership. The study contemplates what new insights can be gained from 

research in the public sector, in terms of the specific environmental factors at work in 

NHS organisations. It has been possible from this to glean a clearer picture and to 

evaluate whether partnership is working and what makes partnership work in these 

circumstances. It is expected that from the research it will be possible to consider the 

barriers that management must deal with to ensure that they do not lead to the failure of 

partnership. It also considers the challenges that partnership brings for the unions and 

management, and why there is scepticism and how this can be managed. 

The research provides a framework that is a device for organisations, unions and 

management to explore their own situations. For example, it might be predicted that a 

management that is co-operative and committed to joint working would follow a more 

strategic approach to partnership and thus have more confidence and the tools to 

improve the working relationships within the Trust. 

8.8) LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The following points are considered as limitations to the study: 

Methodologically, a range of techniques were used to collect the data and therefore 
while this provides triangulation, the difficulties come from how findings from different 
data sources are integrated in order to develop an understanding of the process of 
partnership that provides a clear picture of what is happening. In addition, the 
individual techniques used still suffered from their specific weaknesses. For 
example, respondents were being asked to draw on their personal experiences of 
partnership and therefore it was sometimes difficult to distinguish between fact and 
opinion that was not a true reflection. 
The study was essentially cross sectional, while it could be argued that a longitudinal 
study would have been more appropriate in order to truly examine the processes of 
developing partnership over the long term. However, the study did utilise a case 
study approach, which is considered to have a longitudinal nature (Yin, 1994) and 
respondents were asked to comment within their knowledge of the process over the 
long term retrospectively. Therefore it could be seen as quasi longitudinal as the 
whole study spanned three years. In addition, the research at each Trust lasted 
352 

approximately six months and in that time the researcher spoke to the main players 
at different intervals. 
• 	 It is not possible to generalise the findings beyond the National Health Service 
context, but as already stated this was not the intention. However, the results do 
provide a useful comparison against studies in the private sector and aimed to draw 
out new insights from this context. 
• 	 The research was mainly focused within NHS Acute Trusts and so only considers 
one area within the NHS, therefore not considering how partnership is being played 
out in Primary Care Trusts. 
• 	 The unique organisational context also meant difficulties in collecting the data. 
There were delays in gaining access because of the need to gain permission 
from various Trust bodies, including research and ethics committees. It has been 
argued that research in the NHS is becoming harder to manage due to the 
bureaucracy involved in arranging the research and gaining access to NHS 
Trusts. 
Interviews were mainly conducted with the key players at the Trust involved in 
developing partnership (HR managers and senior trade union representatives). 
General Managers interviewed tended to be at senior level because of their level 
of involvement in partnership approaches and subsequent availability for taking 
part in the research; this led to a paucity of views from middle and junior 
managers who are lower down in the managerial hierarchy. As a result this could 
have restricted the views gained and led to a bias in reporting, as it could be 
argued that these respondents were more likely to be sceptical of partnership. 
However, the results from the questionnaires that included views from all staff 
groups could be said to have negated against this bias. 
Due to the nature of the case study organisations and the practicalities of the 
research process, the nature and the amount of data collected at each site was 
not equal. In one of the Trusts (Trust three), although the administration of the 
questionnaire was initially agreed with the organisation, this subsequently could 
not take place. While this did affect the full picture in that Trust, because there 
were over 500 responses across the three other Trusts that took part in the 
research, comparisons were possible. 
There were specific problems in arranging sufficient focus groups in each Trust 
because of difficulties encountered co-ordinating diaries. Despite this it was 
possible to compare the data from the focus groups that did take place, across 
the four case studies and added to the range of views examined. 
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A relatively low response rate from the questionnaire could question whether the 
views and attitudes of respondents were representative of the views of the 
workforce as a whole. However, the aim of the questionnaire was to gain a 
cross-section of views that drew from all areas of the Trust. 
8.9) AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
It is possible to advance the current literature in a number of ways not directly explored in 
this thesis. 
• 	 The current study examined the introduction of partnership in the relatively early 
stage of the process, including the facilitators and barriers that were important in 
implementing partnership and some suggestions of the likely benefits of such an 
approach. However, future research should go back and re-investigate the rate 
of progress made by the same Trusts in the development of partnership. The 
research would consider whether it worked out how the respondents thought that 
it WOUld, how the barriers were overcome, what the outcomes of partnership were 
and what impact partnership has had on performance. For example, studies still 
need to gather evidence on whether unions are gaining increases in union 
membership that can be directly attributed to partnership. 
• 	 Future research may attempt to gain data examining the development of 
partnership longitudinally. Although a longitudinal approach will take a 
considerable amount of time, the stages of development proposed in this study 
can be examined in greater detail leading to stronger inferences. 
• 	 The current study supported claims in the literature that partnership can be a 
fragile relationship. Specifically, the study suggested that because the 
implementation of partnership tended to be reliant on the commitment and 
enthusiasm of a few key individuals then there was concern that when these 
individuals left the organisation this could lead to a breakdown or a stall in the 
partnership relationship. The study found that the trusts were formalising 
relationships and writing procedures and protocols down so that when these 
individuals did leave then the new incumbents would take the initiative forward. 
Future research should investigate whether indeed this was the case and 
whether partnership can survive the loss of its key players or architects. The 
majority of case study Trusts in the current study used external bodies in 
developing their partnership relationships, future research could further examine 
the extent of the use of third party facilitators (such as ACAS) and what impact 
they have on the process.. 
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• 	 The pilot case studies in the preliminary work gave the opportunity to compare an 
acute Trust and a Community Trust (now part of the Primary Care Trust) and to 
investigate any differences there were when developing partnership in these two 
different contexts within the health service. It was decided to concentrate on the 
acute sector, as it would be more settled than the community sector, which was 
about to change. Research into partnership in the health service has either 
concentrated within the acute sector (Heaton et ai, 2000) or a community Trust 
(Munro, 2002). There was evidence from the preliminary interviews (See chapter 
four) to suggest that because of the nature of Community Trusts it may be easier 
to develop partnership than in the acute sector. Therefore, future research 
should look at examining the situation in Primary Care Trusts (formally 
Community Trusts) in order to see if any fresh insights can be gained and 
attempts should be made to make comparisons between these two areas of the 
health service to assess whether there is any truth in the suggestion that there 
are features peculiar to these Trust that make partnership easier to implement. 
• 	 It could be argued that the private sector is often thought to drive innovations and 
with partnership this is no exception as most examples of best practice are 
mainly from the private sector. However, there are also lessons that can be 
learnt from the public sector and this is therefore an area that could be described 
as under-developed. There remain few studies that concentrate their research 
solely within the public sector (e.g. Heaton et ai, 2000 and Munro, 2002) and 
some studies that include case studies within the public sector (e.g. Knell, 1999 
and Dietz, 2004). Future research needs to concentrate more time on the public 
sector as there is still a paucity of research. 
• 	 Most studies have investigated partnership either in the private sector or public 
sector; with few studies that compare the experience of partnership in the private 
and public sector in a single study (cf Stuart and Martinez Lucio (2000). Future 
research should consider comparing the process of developing partnership in 
these two sectors to examine what can be learnt from comparisons of these 
different contexts. 
• 	 Finally, the current study highlighted the importance of considering how 
partnership is implemented. Future research could focus on examining 
partnership and its implementation by applying theories of organisational culture 
and the management of change. 
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Appendix A - Interview Schedule for Preliminary Work (Chapter 4) 
The purpose of this first stage of the fieldwork was to obtain a wider view on the introduction 
of Partnership across the National Health Service (NHS) system. The respondents were 
chosen with this in mind and followed the rational of the key informant technique. Interviews 
were conducted with key personnel in both the management and trade unions at both a 
national level and a regionallevei. This was followed up by small pilot studies in two NHS 
Trusts at the local level. 
Objectives for the preliminary work. 
• 	 To investigate what partnership means, or more specifically how it is defined in the 
NHS context. 
• 	 To identify the main aspects of a partnership approach. 
• 	 To identify the process that is being taken to introduce partnership from the top of the 
organisation. 
• 	 To identify the reasons for its introduction. 
• 	 To examine the trade union's role within partnership and identify the aspects of this 
role. 
• 	 To examine the union's motives for getting involved and supporting a partnership 
approach. 
Procedures (Sources of information) 
Organisation Level 	 Job title / Responsibilities Discussion Theme(s) 
NHS Executive National 	 'Working Together' (NHS General Overview of 
HR strategy) Project Co- NHS Executive 
ordinator HR in the service and the 
role that partnership is to 
play within this. 
The relationship between 
management and trade 
unions. 
Unison National Union Officer for Health 	 Union view of how 
employee relations were 
developing - specifically 
I re.garding~rtnershlQ. 
Trade Union National Co-ordinator of TUC The work of the Institute 
Congress Partnership Institute 
Royal College of National Employment Relations Union view of how 
Nursing (RCN) Director employee relations were 
developing - specifically 
regardin9. partnership. 
Unison Regional Senior Officer - Unison Regional overview. 
Eastern Region 	 The development of 
partnership in Trusts in 
the area 
RCN Regional 	 Regional officer for The development of 
Eastern area partnership in Trusts in 
the area. 
Advisory and Regional Regional representative The development of 
Conciliation Service partnership in Trusts in 
(ACAS) the area. 
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Acute NHS Trust Local HR Director The introduction of 
Partnership at Trust level: 
Management 
perspective. 
To pilot test questions for 
the main research. 
Acute NHS Trust Local Trade union The introduction of 
representative Partnership at Trust level: 
Union perspective. To 
pilot test questions for the 
main research. 
Community NHS Trust Local HR Director The introduction of 
Partnership at Trust level: 
Management 
perspective. To pilot test 
questions for the main 
research. 
Community NHS Trust Local Trade union The introduction of 
representative Partnership at Trust level: 
Union perspective. To 
pilot test questions for the 
main research. 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
National Level (NHSE) - management respondents 
Partnership approach and its Introduction 
What does partnership mean in the NHS? (What is the difference between consultation and 
partnership?) 
How is it being approached / introduced? 
Where is partnership now and how can you see it developing? What activities are planned? 
What is the timetable for this? 
Can you tell me about the Social Partnership Forum? What is its role? Who is represented 
on this forum? How will its role and associated arrangements be developed? 
NHSE Involvement 
What is the role and what are the responsibilities of the NHS executive within this? 
Priorities? Resources? 
What are the difficulties experienced with partnership between management and unions? 
What are the common issues that management and unions can work together on? (Areas of 
common ground) 
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National trade union representatives - UNISON and the Royal College of 
Nursing (RCN). 
Partnership approach 
What do you understand by the term partnership? 
Is partnership anything new? If it is, how does partnership differ from what has gone before? 
Could you provide me with an overview as to the way IR is developing in the NHS and the 
role that partnership has in this development? (How can you see it developing over time?) 
What activities are UNISON involved in concerning partnership? Both at local and national 
level? - In preparing members and representatives for partnership. 
Social Partnership Forum (SPF) 
Are you involved in the SPF? What are your responsibilities? 
What do you hope to get out of the forum? 
How much influence does the forum have? What are its functions? How many resources are 
available / provided? 
Employee Relations 
How would you describe the relationship between management and unions in the NHS? 
Can you comment on the state of relationships between the RCN (Unison) and management 
in the NHS? 
Can you comment on the state of the relationships between unions and professional 
associations within the NHS? 
Union's Response to Partnership 
What is Unison's (the RCN's) view on the partnership approach? (What is the official line?) 
What is the RCN (Unison) doing in terms of promoting partnership? 
What is the response locally to partnership? (The views of local representatives) 
Prospects for the union. 
Academics are still undecided whether partnership can offer trade unions better prospects 
than what has gone before, what is your opinion on this? What can partnership deliver for 
Unison (the RCN) and its members? 
What changes, if any, are you seeing while working in partnership with management? (For 
example, has there been a widening in the scope of formal bargaining?) 
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Can you foresee any problems or challenges with the new partnership approach? 
Union approach 
What is the union's strategy towards partnership? What are the priorities? What is on the 
agenda? 
How is the union organised? What issues is the union organising around? 
Are there any differences apparent between national union leadership and workplace 
unionism? What are the differences in the approach that the different unions take towards 
partnership? 
Where next? Who should I speak to? 
In your opinion, which Trusts have made more progress towards partnership? How do you 
know this? 
Who else within the RCN (Unison) might it be necessary for me to talk to about my research? 
Can you recommend anyone? 
Is there anything else on the subject that you would like to discuss? Have I missed anything 

that may be pertinent to my research? 

REGIONAL INTERVIEWS (Unison and RCN representatives) 

Regional overview 

What area does the Eastern region cover? What Trusts do you cover? Who are the other 
regional full time officers that I would need to speak to? 
Could you tell me which the well and weakly organised branches in the area are? 
Are there any Trusts that you feel would be interested in taking part in the research? Who are 
likely to be the best people to speak to at each Trust? 
Are different Trusts showing different tendencies? 
In your opinion, which are the Trusts where there has been the least and most progress on 
partnership? What is this assessment based on? Are there any Trusts where the union 
struggles to work with management effectively? (Potential hot spots? Climate of mistrust?) 
Partnership 
What do you understand by the term partnership? 
What changes are needed in the NHS for partnership to work? Why did things need to 
change? 
What are the challenges / difficulties? Do you perceive that these difficulties can be 
overcome? If so, how? 
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Union approach I involvement 
How involved is the union at regional level? What activities are taking place? 
What does your role involve? Does anything take priority? 
In your opinion, what is the union's role? Can you see a change in the union's role under 
partnership? 
Standard six from the NHSE's self-assessment tool promises "to effectively engage unions at 
the earliest opportunity in influencing decisions, in joint information sharing, learning and 
problem solving with management". This is a strong statement, Have you seen any evidence 
have you seen of this happening? 
The standard suggests that the union should have an active role - what would that mean to 
you? 
To what extent is there partnership between the unions? Are there any discernible 
differences in opinion and approach? (TUC and non-TUC divide?) 
Prospects for the union 
What is the level of support for partnership at the local level? Has any mistrust or suspicion 

been identified at levels in the union? 

What is the level of support for change? 

How successful has partnership been in raising commitment to the union? 

Has there been a rise in membership levels? Why might this be the case? (Can this be 

attributed to partnership?) Are there more employees becoming involved in the union? 

What are members' views on partnership? Have there been any surveys done to find this 

out? 

Academics might argue that management are trying to trick unions by partnership - do you 

feel that this is the case? 
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LOCAL LEVEL 
HR management Interviews 
Employee relations at the Trust 
Can you describe the Trusts relationship with the union? 
Existing arrangements 
How does the Trust communicate with the unions? What contact (both formally and 
informally) do you have with the union? What arrangements are in place to deal with the 
unions? 
Do you have a joint consultative meeting or something similar? If yes, how frequently are 
these meetings held? Who attends these meetings? Who sets the agenda? Can you 
describe the atmosphere at these meetings? How are these meetings conducted? 
Has the Trust a 'non-compulsory redundancy policy' or another employment security 
guarantee? 
Has the Trust conducted a staff opinion survey? If so how many times? How frequently is it 
conducted? 
Partnership at the Trust 
What do you understand by the term partnership? 
Can you tell me what partnership means to the Trust and what it is likely to mean in practice? 

Describe partnership working at the Trust? What form does it take? 

Have you got a formal partnership agreement? Or Has the Trust a formal policy on 

partnership? 

Are there any informal arrangements being made to introduce partnership? 

What stages will partnership go through? Is there a plan or strategy? How has partnership 

developed? (Naturally or a big bang approach?) What changes are needed? How will 

disagreements be dealt with? 

What challenges will working in partnership bring to the Trust and the NHS as a whole? 

How can the organisation support the development of partnership? 

What progress has the Trust made towards partnership? 

Union approach I strategy 
Which trade unions does the Trust recognise? Which union is the more organised I involved? 
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What do you see as the role of the trade union at the Trust? Do you see a change in the 
union's role or attitude? 
Support for Partnership 
Are the unions in favour of partnership? Are there different levels of support within the 
unions? What differences exist among the different union in terms of approach, enthusiasm 
and attitude? 
What is employees' attitude towards partnership? How do you know? 
Prospects for the union 
Have you seen a growth in union involvement, or a change in attitude towards the union? 
In your opinion, are the unions prepared for partnership? 
Trade union convenors 
Partnership at the Trust 
How would you describe partnership? What do you understand by the term? 

How do you see partnership developing within the Trust? What changes will be needed to 

work in partnership? 

At what stage of the development process is the Trust? What progress has been made? 

Who has been involved in discussions from the beginning on partnership? (and throughout 

the process?) 

What problems do you foresee with working in partnership? What specific challenges does 

partnership bring (for management and unions) and how do you deal with them? 

Support for partnership 
What is your opinion of partnership? What is management's opinion of partnership? 
Do you believe partnership can deliver? If so, in what ways? What support for partnership is 
there among workplace representatives at trust level? 
How have your members reacted to partnership? (How does partnership affect their opinion 
of the trade union?) 

Union approach I Involvement 

What is the role of the union? Do you see your role changing under partnership? 

What are the objectives I priorities of the union? Where does partnership fit into these 

priorities? 
362 

Prospects for the union 
What is the level of union membership at the Trust? Have you seen any changes in 
membership levels or the level of union involvement? Why do you think this might be the 
case? 
How successful has the union been in winning support for partnership among representatives 
and the rank and file in the Trust? 
Through the contact that you have with other representatives in the union, do you know of 
any Trusts where relationships with management are difficult? In what ways are they 
difficult? 
Staff Involvement 
How well are staff involved in decision making at the Trust? 
What are the difficulties involved in developing this? 
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Appendix B - Interview Schedule for main stage of the research - the 
case studies. 
The preliminary stage of the research identified how partnership was being introduced in the 
NHS and that a model of how it was developing would include a number of facilitators and 
barriers that were working together to implement partnership at Trust level. 
The main purpose of the case study research was to understand in detail the process that 
Trusts were going through to develop partnership. 
Research Objectives 
1) 	 To identify the steps in the process of developing partnership. 
2) 	 To examine the facilitators and barriers to the approach. 
3) 	 To assess the affect that varying degrees of enthusiasm has on the development of 
partnership. 
The questions/topics did vary based depending on the Trust where the interviews took place 
so that contextual factors could be taken into account. In addition, there was the opportunity 
to develop the questions as the discussion progressed and this ensured a flexible approach. 
The Human Resource Director was the first point of contact. . 
Interview questions for Director of HR and their assistant 
Introductions 
Discussion involved an outline of research and what help / involvement is needed from the 
Trust. 
Written information and support requested 
• 	 Access to key personnel involved and union representatives. 
• 	 General information such as agreements, internal procedures, employee handbook, 
meeting minutes / partnership agreement I facilities agreement I consultation 
arrangements I employment security arrangements I Trusts HR strategy and action 
plans to reach the targets set / performance management arrangements. 
• 	 Results of questionnaire sent out by the NHSE on progress towards the working 
together targets. 
• 	 Results of staff attitude survey(s) 
• 	 Permission to attend meetings and observe 
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Role 	 Theme (Example/selected) Questions 
HR Director 	 General overview of the Trust: Factual (Contextual / When was the hospital awarded Trust status? 
background) What changes have taken place at the Trust (say since 1980)? 
Trust status? How many directorates are there and what are they? - What 
Organisational structure? about the departmental structure? Is it possible to have a copy 
Numbers employed? of the Trust's organisational chart please? 
What services does the Trust provide? Does the Trust 

specialise in anything in particular? 

Are any services contracted out to other companies? (How is 

this managed?) 

How many people are empJ~!,ed at the trust and in what roles? 

Employee Relationships 	 What is management's strategy towards trade unions? 
ER Climate 	 Is there a union recognition agreement? If so with which 
unions? Is it possible to have a copy of the agreement please? 
Has the Trust always recognised trade unions? 
How would you describe management's relationship with the 
union I unions? 
Can you describe the employee relation's climate at the Trust? 
Has this always been the case? 
(What changes have been made and when?) 
In your view, what specific changes have signalled the change 
from adversarial relations to social partnership? 
In what sort of time scale have these changes been made? 
Has it been for the better? Please explain the reasons for 
answering the way you have? 
What specific mechanisms are in place to deal with I resolve 
conflicts and differences? I 
ConSUltation / trade union arrangements 	 What arrangements does the Trust have to conduct employee 
relations? I 
How frequent are the meetings? Who attends these meetings? 

Are the meetings well attended from both the management and 

union sides? Who sets the agenda for these meetings? (in 

theory and in practice) 

Are the meetings useful? Do both sides contribute effectively? 

How would you describe the atmosphere at these meetings? 
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Union effectiveness 	 Do you feel that the union representative have adequate skills 
and experience to do their job effectively? 
In your opinion, what amount of compromise is made by the 
union in its dealings with management? 
In your opinion, how effective are the trade unions in 
influencing management and their members? 
Would you describe the union at the Trust as proactive? 
In :tour o(:linion, do they evaluate their actions? 
Meaning of Partnership 	 What do you understand by the term partnership? What does 
this mean in reality? What is feasible? 
It could be argued that partnership is more than just good 
relationships with the unions? Do you recognise this as 
partnership at the Trust? 
How will you know When you achieve genuine partnership? 
What are the indicators of success? 
Development of Partnership - what arrangements are 	 Has partnership been debated within the Trust? 
being made? 	 Are there any general principles being followed? Is there a 
formal partnership agreement? 
Is there a statement of objectives / aspirations concerning 
partnership? Is there anything agreed in written form? 
Are there any informal arrangements being made to introduce 
partnership? 
Why was it decided to approach it in this way? Was there 
anything distinctive about the approach taken? 
To what extent have these aspirations been achieved? How 
long has this taken? 
Has some form of partnership been in existence previously 
under the Trusts own initiative? 
Would you say that implementing partnership working with the 
unions is a natural progression for the Trust to make or has it 
involved fundamental changes? 
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Partnership Process - Testing the model. 
(Overview of partnership process - how it has 
developed? What has been done to develop it?) (Ask 
respondents to explain the process and what led to 
what.) (Get respondents to unpack the stages - what 
activities - what was involved?) 
The decision to enter partnership 
Implementation: facilitators and barriers 
Can you describe to me the process that the Trust went 
through to develop I introduce partnership? What did this 
involve exactly? What steps have been taken to get partnership 
going? (What has been done to keep it going?) 
Is it possible to identify specific stages? 
How do you see partnership developing? 
Have there been any new structures or arrangements 
introduced? How have existing structures been adapted? 
How was the decision made to enter into partnership? (Was 
there a decision making process involved?) What factors were 
taken into consideration? What were the alternatives? How 
were these decided between? Was it an easy decision to 
make? 
To what extent did the Trust have a say in the decision to 
introduce partnership working? 
Why enter partnerships? What were the reasons for entering 
partnership? (motives) What influenced your decision to work in 
this way? (the pressures). (What do you hope to get out of 
partnership? - aspirations I goals). 
What has worked well at the Trust in developing partnership 
working? (What led to the progression through the stages?) 
What factors are important in developing partnership? 
What can be done to promote these factors? 
What problems have been encountered? 
How serious have they been? 
Have they been overcome and how? 
Has enthusiasm waned since the initiative was launched by the 
NHSE? Or perhaps the enthusiasm was not there to begin 
with? 
Have much of the Trusts prior experience has been useful in 
implementing partnership? What exactly has been useful? In 
your opinion, has experience made it easier or harder to work 
in partnership - can you explain why you have answered in this 
way? 
What skills have been needed? 
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Participants involved in the process 
Progress towards partnership 
Prospects for Partnership (Outcomes) 
When exactly have these come into play? In what ways have 

these skills been necessary? 

Are these new skills or skills already possessed within the 

organisation? 

Who is involved and at what stage in the process does this 

happen? What were the reasons for their inclusion in 

discussions? 

To what extent has HR been involved? What do you feel your 

role has been in developing partnership? 

How do the unions fit into the process? 

At what stage are employees involved? 

Do employees understand what partnership means? Has 

anything been down to explain to them what partnership will 

mean to them? 

How much support has been given to staff? Has this been 

done jointly with the union? 

At what stage of the process is the Trust? 

What has progress been like? 

What factors have affected progress? 

How is progress being evaluated? 

Have you been aware of any changes in behaviour of either 

union repiesentatives or managers at the Trust? (Behavioural) 

What are the benefits of partnership? 

Have there been any visible outcomes from working in 

partnership - both positive and negative? 

What has happened as a result of partnership? (Informally and 

formally?) 

Has it made a difference? In what ways? 

Who benefits the most from the partnership arrangements? 

Is there anything that would lead to a decision to not work in 

partnership? What could cause it to break down? 

What happens if the partnership breaks down? Is there a plan 

B? 
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Nature of commitment to partnership. 
(Deadlines I stated targets) 
(How well embedded is the concept in the day to day 
activities of the Trust.) 
Attitude surveys (factual) 
Information Sharing 
Employment Security 
Trade Union 
Convenors 
Employee Relations 
_._.­
How important is partnership to the Trust? 

Have statements on partnership been included in the Trusts 

strategy? 

What amount of time and resources are being put into 

developing partnership and staff involvement? 

How would you describe (in attitudinal terms) your level or the 

nature of your (the trust's) commitment to partnership? 

How enthusiastically has partnership been introduced? 

Why are you committed to partnership? 

How can you demonstrate that you are committed to working in 

Partnership with the unions? 

Has an attitude survey been carried out in the last 5 years? 

How many? 

What has been done with information collected? What was fed 

back to the workforce? Has anything happened as a result? 

Are there mechanisms for informing all employees about 

important new initiatives? 

Is there regular provision of information on operating results I 

business plans to all employees? 

Does the Trust operate a suggestion scheme I regular two-way 

briefing groups during which work stops? 

Has management at the Trust made a formal commitment to 

employment security over the fixed term? 

Has the Trust given any formal guarantee of no compulsory 

redu ndancies? 

Does the Trust operate an explicit practice of promoting from 

within wherever possible? 

How would you describe the employee relations climate I 

specifically relationships between management and unions at 

the Trust? 

Information Sharing: 
What information is shared with you by management? How 
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Meaning of Partnership 
Development of Partnership 
useful do you feel this information is? Can you provide 
examples of the information that has been made available that 
is different from that available in the past? 
Do you feel free to make suggestions / approach management 
with issues of concern / or ideas for improvements? Does 
management make any concessions? 
Would you describe management at the Trust as proactive? In 
your opinion, do they evaluate their actions? 
Consultation Arrangements: 
In recent years have you seen a widening of the scope of 

consultation in terms of the sorts of topics that are under 

discussion? 

Have there been any changes in the way conflicts are resolved 

in recent years? 

How effective are meetings of the JCNG and other similar 

meetings of management and unions? (Who sets the agenda / 

contributes?) 

Have you seen any recent changes to the way the JCNG has 

been conducted? Why do you think that this is the case? 

Union facilities: What facilities does the union have at the 

Trust? Are you satisfied with these facilities? 

What do you understand by the term partnership? 

It could be argued that partnership can mean, increased trust 

and respect; increased dialogue and problem solving; 

increased information sharing. Do you recognise this to be the 

case here? 

To your knowledge has partnership been debated within the 

Trust? Or has any work been done on developing partnership 

either formally or informally? - Self-assessment tool? 

Has anything been agreed upon in terms of partnership and 

employee involvement? 

What has been delivered? Have management delivered 

everything they said they would in terms of partnership? 

What targets have been met? If no, why do you think this is? 
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Progress Towards Partnership 
Implementing Partnership: Facilitators and Barriers 
Prospects for Partnership 
Commitment to Partnership 
General! Viability of partnership 
Service 
Managers 
What process has the Trust gone through to develop I 

introduce partnership? Is it possible to identify specific stages? 

At what stage of the process is the Trust in terms of developing 

partnership? 

What has progress been like? 

What factors have affected progress? 

How is progress being evaluated? 

What has worked well at the Trust in developing partnership 

working? - (What led to the progression through the stages?) 

What factors are important in developing partnership? 

What can be done to promote these factors? 

What skills are needed? 

(In general) what are the barriers to partnership working and 

how can these be overcome? 

What problems is partnership likely to cause the staff side? 

It could be said that there is great suspicion and mistrust 

regarding partnership at local level among management and 

union representatives. Is this the case here? 

What are the benefits of partnership? 

Is there anything that would lead to a decision to not work in 

partnership? 

What could cause it to break down? 

What happens if the partnership breaks down? Is there a plan 

B? 

In your view, how committed is management and ultimately the 

chief executive to developing partnership? (examples?) Where 

do you think that it fits into management priorities? 

How effective is partnership working in dealing with industrial 

relations or other management issues? 

Have you any particular examples to illustrate your view? 

What do you see as the difference between partnership and 

staff involvement? In your experience, do you perceive there to 

be a tension between partnership with the unions and staff 

involvement? 
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Development of partnership What can managers do to implement a more partnership 
approach with your union representatives? 
What changes to behaviour or attitudes (if any) will be needed? 
What support will managers need to develop partnership 
relationships with the unions? (e.g. training) 
What are likely to be the problems with implementing 
partnership for you as managers? 
Employee Relations On the whole, do you trust union representatives to work in 
partnership with ~ou? 
Effectiveness of trade union In your opinion, how effective are the trade unions in 
influencing management and their members? 
Have you seen any changes in the behaviour or attitudes of the 
unions in recent years? Can you provide examples to illustrate 
this Qlease? 
Staff Involvement In your view, should employees be involved in management 
decision making? 
How do you involve your subordinates in decision making? 
What types of decisions do you involve them in? 
Have you set up new forms of meetings with staff? How 
effective have these been? 
Have you noticed any changes in the amount and quality 
information being passed through the Trust? What type of 
information is it? 
Chief Employee Relations What are your views about industrial relations and the 
Executive relationships with trade unions at the Trust? 
Partnership What do you understand by the term 'partnership' in this 
context? 
How do you see partnership developing at the trust? 
What are the difficulties of this approach? 
What are your objectives and aspirations for the Trust? - the 
strategic direction 
How does partnership fit into these objectives? 
What are the be~efits of working in this way? 
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Appendix C - Focus Group Questions I topics. 
Theme Questions 
Meaning of Partnership What do you understand by the term partnership in an 
employee relations context? What does it mean in reality? 
Commitment to Is the Trust committed to delivering partnership? How would 
Partnership you describe the nature of that commitment? In your 
opinion, does management afford partnership a high 
priority? 
Development of What changes will be needed at the Trust to make 
Partnership partnership a reality? 
Can you describe to me the process that the Trust went 
through to develop I introduce partnership? How do the 
unions fit into the process? (what approach taken?). 
What has been agreed upon in terms of partnership and 
empJo~ee involvement? 
Implementation: Thinking back over the past few years, what has worked well 
Facilitators and Barriers at the Trust in developing partnership working? What has 
facilitate the approach - driven the partnership agenda? 
What problems have been encountered? What are the 
barriers to partnership at the Trust? 
What could cause partnership to break down? 
Prospects for Partnership What has the impact been on relationships? Have there 
been any visible outcomes from working in partnership ­
both positive and negative? 
There was also the opportunity in the interviews to ask case specific questions, for 
example see those below asked at Trust 4. 
1) 	 What are your views on having a part time convenor? How did it work, is it a good 
thing or a bad thing? 
2} 	 What are your views on the away day that you had? Was it successful, have you 
seen any improvements? 
3) 	 What are your views on the staff involvement policy? Advantages and 

disadvantages? Ho much opportunity did you get to comment on it? 
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Appendix D - THE CODING SYSTEM 
Partnership Definition PART 
PART-COOP 
PART - SHARE 
PART -JNT/A 
PART- TRU 
PART - OP 
PART-HON 
PART- UI 
PART-EMPOW 
PART- RSCT 
~ 
PART- BOUND~ 
! PART - MUT 
Conditions COND 
COND - CUL TIC 
COND - ERIC 
COND - Uapp/C 
COND - Mapp/C 
COND-JNTW 
COND - UI/C 
COND - INFO/C 
Outcome OUT 
OUT - RELIC 
OUT - MBEN 
OUT - UBEN 
OUT-MGAIN 
Partnership process PROC 
Process Drivers PROC-DRI 
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Cooperation 
Sharing 
Joint aims 
Trust 
Openness 
Honesty 
Union Involvement 
Empowerment 
Respect 
Boundaries 
Mutuality 
Culture change 
Employee Relations Change 
Union Approach Change 
Management Approach Change 
Joint Work 
Union Involvement Change 
Information Change 
Relationship Change 
Management Benefit 
Union Benefit 
Mutual Gains 
PROC - DRI - PCtC Political Climate Change 
PROC - DRI - GOVP Government Policy 
PROC - DRI - JPUSH Joint Push 
PROC - DRI- UPUSH Union Push 
PROC - DRI - MPUSH Management Push 
Process Barriers PROC-BAR 
PROC - BAR - MIST Mistrust 
PROC - BAR - LCOM Lack of Commitment 
PROC - BAR - MEFF Management Effectiveness 
PROC - BAR - MWARE Management Awareness 
PROC - BAR - MPRI Management priorities 
PROC - BAR - UEFF Union Effectiveness 
PROC - BAR - CULT Organisational Culture 
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APPENDIX E: Copy of the Questionnaire 
Your Job 
1) Which of the following occupation groups best 
describes your job at present? 
Tick one box only 
Maintenance / Ancillary 
Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 
Admin and clerical. 

Medical 

Management 

AHP (Allied Health Professional) 

Other (Please state) 

2) How many years have you been working at this 
Trust? 
Less than 1year 
1to less than 2 years 
2 to less than 5 years 
5to less than 10 years 
10 years or more 
3) Which Directorate do you work for? 
Medical Services 
Women and Children's 

Services 

Corporate Support 

Mental Health 
Surgical Services 
Diagnostic & Clinical 

Support 

Other (Please state) 

-~-------------------------------------
4) Is your job part-time or full-time? 
Full-time 

Part-time 

5) How do you feel about your present job security? 
Very Fairly Fairly Very 
secure secure insecure insecure 
6) How secure do you feel in your job compared with 3 
years ago? 
More Secure 
About the same 
Less Secure 
Not applicable 
7) Why do you think this is the case? 
8) Has anyone explained to you what 'Partnership' 
might mean at the Trust? 
Yes No 
9) Partnership can mean more trust, more respect, and 
more consultation between management, employees 
and their representatives. 
a) Have you noticed any changes in terms of these 
issues? On a scale of 1 to 5, how well is the Trust 
doing? With 1 being 'very well' and 5 being 'not very 
well'. 
Increased trust 2 3 4 5 
Increased 
consultation 
2 "J 4 5 
Increased respect 2 3 4 5 
Increased 
information sharing 
1 2 3 4 5 
Commitment, Trust and Loyalty 
10) In general, how much do you trust the organisation 
to keep its promises or commitments to you and other 
employees? 
A lot Somewhat Only a little Not at all 
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11) Where do your loyalties lie? 

Please rank. these in order from I being the one you 

feel least loyalty to and 6 being the one you feel most 

loyalty to. 

The Trust Your trade union 

Your profession Management 

Your colleagues Something else 

(Please state below) 
Trade Unions 
12) a) Are you a member of a ..... ? (Tick ANY of these 
which apply) 
• Recognised trade union 
• Staff association 
• Professional body 
• None of the above 
b) Ifso, which? 
13) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
statement: 'It is easy to be loyal to both my union / 
staff organisation and my employer'? (Tick ONE) 
Agree Agree Neither Disagree Disagree 
strongly slightly agree nor slightly strongly 
disagree 
14) In recent years, how would you describe the 
relationship between management and the union? (Tick 
ONE) 
a) Very co-operative 
b) Sometimes co-operative 
c) Not co-operative 
15) How would you rate the attitude of managers here 
towards trade unions? 
Managers here.. . .. Tick one box only 
.....are in favour of trade unions 
.....are neutral about trade unions 
.....are not in favour of trade unions 
16) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
statement: 'You can't be a union member and support 
management at the same time'? (Tick ONE) 
Agree Agree Neither Disagree Disagree 
strongly slightly agree nor 
disagree 
slightly strongly 
17) Do you agree or disagree, with the following 
statements about unions or staff associations at this 
workplace? Tick one box in each row 

Neither 

agree 
 Strongly
Strongly Agree nor Disagree disagree 
agree Slightly disagree Slightly 15 4 3 2 
Unions / staff associations here .... 
..take notice 5 4 3 2 
of members' 
problems 
and 
complaints. 
.. are taken 5 4 3 2 
seriously by 
management 
..make a 5 4 3 2 
difference to 
what it is 
like to work 
here. 
18) How sa.tisfied are you with the union representation 
that you receive? 
Very
Very Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied dissatisfiedsatisfied nor 
satisfied dissatisfied 
19) Why is this the case? 
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20) In general, how would you categorise unions' 

styles? 

Co-operative 
Militant 
Hostile 
Other 
Don't know 

INo View 

What would you prefer the unions' style to be? 
PartiCipation in your job. 

21) The following statements concern the way things 

are decided in an organisation. Indicate how true each 

statement is for your organisation by underlining the 

appropriate alternative for each statement. 

A great An average Too Far too 

deal Quite a lot amount little little 

1 2 3 4 5 

In general, how much influence do you have on how 

you perform your job? 

1 2 3 4 5 
To what extent are you able to decide how to do your 

job? 

2 3 4 5 
In general, how much influence do you have on what 

goes on in your work group? 

1 2 3 4 5 
In general, how much say or influence do you have on 

decisions which affect your job? 

1 2 3 4 5 
My superiors are receptive and listen to my ideas and 

suggestions. 

1 2 3 4 5 
If you have answered either "too little" or "far too 

little" for any of the above statements please go to 

question 22. Ifyou have answered in any other way 

please go to question 23. 

22) In what ways would you like to be more involved? 
Involvement I influence. 
23) Overall, how satisfied are you with the influence 
you have in Trust's organisational decisions that affect 
you personally? 
V S · fi d ery atls Ie 
satisfied 
Neither 
satisfied nor 
Dissatisfied Very 
dissatisfied 
dissatisfied 
Information Giving 
24) What is your main source of information about 
'what is going on' at work? (Rank the following in 
order of importance from 1-5, with 1 as most 
important) 
a) my immediate superior / supervisor 
b) the'grapevine' 
c) my trade union representative 
d) team briefing/communication group 
e) memos/newsletters 
f) other 
Please State: 
25) How satisfied are you with the information that 
you receive? 
Very Neither Very 
satisfied Satisfied satisfied nor Dissatisfied dissatisfied 
dissatisfied 
26) If you are dissatisfied, why do you think this is the 
case? 
27) What information would you like to receive that 
you are not receiving at the moment? 
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28) Has the amount of information that you receive 
changed over the last 5 years? 
More Information 
About the same 
Less Information 
29) Why do you think that this is the case? 
Consultation 
30) How would you describe management's style 

towards you? 

On a scale of 1 to 5, how democratic is management? 

Very democratic Not very democratic 

2 3 4 5 
31) How often are you and others working here asked 
by managers for your views on any of the following? 
Tick one box in each row Hardly 
Frequently 
4 
Sometimes 
3 
ever 
2 
Never 
1 
Future plans for 4 3 2 
the workplace 
Staffing issues, 4 3 2 1 
including 
redundancy. 
Changes to work 4 3 2 
practices. 
Pay issues. 4 3 2 1 
Health and safety 4 3 2 1 
at work. 
32) How good would you say managers here are at the 
following? 
Tick one box in each row 
Neither Very 

Very good nor Poor poor 

good Good poor 2 1 

5 4 3 

Keeping everyone up to date about proposed changes. 
5 4 3 2 1 
Providing everyone with the chance to comment on 
proposed changes. 
5 4 3 2 
Responding to suggestions from employees. 
5 4 3 2 
Dealing with work problems you or others may have. 
5 4 321 
Treating employees fairly. 
543 2 
33) What are your views on the Trust Staff Council: 
(Tick ANY of those which apply) 
Neither 
agree
Strongly Agree Disagree Stronglynor 
agree Slightly Slightly disagreedisagree
5 4 2 13 
a) My own views are rarely represented at these 

meetings 

5 4 3 2 

b) I usually find out what went on at these 

meetings 

5 4 3 2 
c) I know very little about the Council. 
5 4 3 2 
d) The meetings tend to deal with items of a 

trivial nature. 

5 4 3 2 
34) In your view, what should (if anything) be done to 
improve the Trust Staff Council? 
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There are no more specific questions, however, if you 
would like to express any opinions about anything 
concerned with the relations between employees and 
management or their representatives in your 
organisation, please feel free to do so in the space 
provided below or on the back page. 
Thank you very much for your co-operation. 
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Appendix F - QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN (TOPIC BY TOPIC) 
Questions 1-4 collected demographic and various pieces of personal information such as 
how long staff had worked for the Trust (are the long serving employees more cynical?). 
These were descriptive groups and enabled the research to divide the respondents into 
subgroups of the population for comparison purposes. 
The purpose of question 12 was to examine the level of union membership and was also 
utilized to explore the extent to which this makes a difference to the way staff feel about and 
experience partnership. 
Partnership 
Questions 5, 6 and 7 examine job security and the employee's perception of how this has 
been affected in the last five years. It has been argued that organisations that follow 
partnership principles make provision to ensure a certain level of security of employment and 
this is also one of the IPA's building blocks of partnership. For example, some of the well­
cited partnership agreements in the private sector such as Tesco included some form of job 
security guarantee. 
Question 8 asks a simple yes or no question to find out whether employees are aware about 
partnership and whether it has been explained to them. 
A second aim will be to examine any variation in responses here. For example, are 
management or union members more likely to be aware of partnership? The answer to this 
question could indicate the level of commitment the Trust attaches to partnership and / or 
their view on the importance of involving rank and file employees. 
Question 9 examines some of the most important variables for partnership such as level of 
trust, consultation, respect and information sharing. It could be argued that this question 
gives a snapshot of the health of partnership at the Trust. The main objective of this question 
is to find out whether there has been an improvement in any of these variables. 
Finally, question 10 asks whether employees trust management at the Trust to keep their 
promises and question 11 attempts to gauge where employees' loyalty / commitment lie. Is 
there a commitment to the Trust and its success? 
Management of the Employment Relationship 
It has been said that partnership is about a move from relationships based on conflict to 
those based on co-operation and the search for compromise (Overall, 1997). Therefore the 
next section will examine what relationships are like and whether relationships are based on 
co-operation. 
Question 14 involves collecting employee perceptions on the management and trade union 
relationship based on the extent to which staff feel that management and union co-operate 
with each other. 
Question 15 follows on from this and asks about the attitude of management in general 
towards trade unions to gain their impression of the state of the relationship. In the analysis 
of this question it will be important to consider how this differs from what was found out 
through the interviews conducted with management and trade unionists. 
Union Effectiveness 
For partnership to work it has been highlighted that it is important to consider the 
effectiveness of the both parties (management and unions) in terms of the attitudes and 
values they hold of the skills needed to deliver on partnership. Therefore, for example the 
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quality of trade union representation will be important in the eyes of employees and 
management. Management will be anxious that the trade unions will actually be 
representative of a large number of employee groups. 
Questions 17,18 and 19 examine the issue of how satisfied employees are with the union 
representation that they receive and about their perception of the union's effectiveness in 
their role in the organisation. 
Union Approach I Style 
Question 20 looks at the current style of the union, such as whether the unions have 
managed to move from a militant or old style approach to a more co-operative one. The 
union's behaviour and how they act with management is likely to affect management's 
willingness to work with them. 
Staff Involvement 
The next section of the questionnaire investigates the extent to which employees feel able to 
participate in decisions, which affect them. One aspect of an effective partnership is that 
employees in the organisation feel involved in the process and are involved in decisions that 
affect the organisation or their job. 
Partnership is about the organisation developing an open and involving culture, therefore it 
needs to be embedded throughout the organisation, never mind at what level you are or what 
department in the Trust that you work. Responses to the questions on involvement will be 
compared by occupation, department and union membership. It will also be important to 
consider the effectiveness of the communication mechanisms in place. 
Question 20 examines the level of participation staff have in their job. Whereas questions 21 
and 23 examine the level of influence and the extent to which staff feel satisfied with this. 
Question 22 is an open question so as to give respondents the opportunity to give their 
opinion where improvements could be made and where the weaknesses lie. 
Information Sharing 
The amount to which employees feel informed is also an indication of how well the Trust is 
doing at developing a more open and transparent culture. The next set of questions 
investigate how much information (Question 24) and what relevance this has for employees 
at the Trust. Question 25 aimed to ascertain how satisfied staff were with the amount that 
they receive. It could be argued that one would expect to see an increase in the amount of 
information received by staff because managers have been compelled to. 
Questions 26 and 27 aimed to find out where staff get the information they receive (sources 
of information). How good are managers with sharing information, do employees get to know 
everything that they need to know or do employees get to hear about things via the grape 
vine and rumour. Are communication methods in place and how effective they are, are some 
groups having access to better information than others? For example, team brief I 
newsletter, what is the most important source of information. 
In order to ascertain whether respondents felt that the Trust had always been good at 
informing their staff and sharing information, the aim of question 28 was to explore whether in 
the last five years their had been any changes in the amount of information received. This 
was especially important as partnership had only recently been advocated and it would be 
interesting to see whether the partnership philosophy can impact or whether it was simply the 
Trust being proactive in demanding best practice. 
Question 29 which is a follow up to the above question aimed to further ascertain whether 
there were felt to be any particular reasons why there had been a change in the amount of 
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information and whether this could be related with any confidence to the arrival of 
partnership. 
Management Effectiveness 
From question 30 we see a change in topic to examine in more detail about employees views 
on the extent of consultation. The first question looks at management style and the way they 
manage and behave. The aim was to see how far the Trust and the individuals within it (e.g. 
management) are working towards partnership. 
Is management's approach conducive to partnership? (I.e. under partnership one might 
expect a strong democratic style of management). It could be argued that the more 
democratic employees' feel that management is the more involved that the employee would 
be. If on the other hand management's style is more autocratic then it will be difficult to 
believe that these managers have embraced partnership. 
Question 31 asks in more detail how and in what ways management involves employees. 
Responses can also be used to examine the types of issues that employees are consulted 
upon, such as 'staffing issues', 'pay issues', 'changes to working practices' and 'Health and 
Safety'. 
Question 32 also examines the quality / effectiveness of management at the Trust in the eyes 
of the employees. As under the trade union section, the effectiveness of management will 
have a strong bearing on the success and even the existence of genuine partnership. 
Management and Staff Council (or similar mechanisms). 
Questions 33 and 34 are aimed at gaining information on the workings of the management 
and staff councils that were the main mechanism through which employment relationships 
are managed. It was important to explore the level of staff awareness of the council and how 
effective they perceive them to be. For example, is information from these meetings 
communicated effectively to staff? 
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Alppend·IX G -Q fues lonnalre Measures. 
Question Topic 
2 and 4 Categorical data 
5 and 6 Job security 
8 and 9 Partnership 
10 Trust organisation to keep 
its promises 
12 Are you a member of a 
trade union? 
13 Dual commitment (1 item) 
14 Relationship between 
management and unions. 
15 Management attitude 
towards union 
16 Dual commitment (1 item) 
17 Trade union effectiveness 
(3 items) 
18 Satisfaction with union 
representation 
20 Union st}'le 
21 Direct participation 
23 Satisfaction with influence 
24 Sources of information 
31 Frequency of consultation 
32 Management's level of 
consultation 
33 views on the joint 
management staff forum 
Adapted from 
WERS 98 (Cully et ai, 

1999) 

Guest and Conway (1997) 

Author developed them. 

Kessler and Undy (1996) 

Marchington et al (1992) 

Angle and Perryj_19861 

Marchington et al (1992) 

WERS 98 (Cully et ai, 
1999) 
Angle and Perry (1986) 
WERS 98 (Cully et ai, 
1999) 
Author developed it 
Author developed it 
White and Ruh, cited in 
Stewarts et al (1981) 
Author developed 
Marchington et al (1992) 
WERS 98 (Cully et ai, 
1999) 
WERS 98 (Cully et ai, 
1999) 
Marchington et al (1992) 
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Reliability (where 
appropriate) 
I 
, 
I 
.80 
.89 
I 
.87 

.92 

-.003 

Appendix J - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: RESPONSE RATES AND 
BREAKDOWNS FOR TRUST ONE 
Trust 1 
Response rate at Trust 1 was 11 % with 110 staff returning the questionnaire. 
Occupations I roles in the Trust Length of service 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
Maintenance I 
Ancillary 
Nursing 
Admin! clerical 
Medical 
Manaqement 
PAMS 
Other 
7% 
32% 
23% 
6% 
9% 
18% 
6% 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Less than 1 year 
1 - 2 years 
2 - 5 years 
5 - 10 years 
1 0 years or more 
7% 
10% 
16% 
17% 
50% 
Breakdown of responses by Directorate (Department). 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
Medical Services 
Women and Children's Services 
Corporate Support 
Mental Health 
Surgical Services 
Diaqnostic and Clinical Support 
I Other 
4% 
28% 
5% 
5% 
17% 
16% 
26% 
As stated in the case study report both Unison and the RCN have a large membership at 
the Trust and so have quite a strong voice in discussions. Therefore it was important for 
the research that there was a clear picture on levels of union membership. 
The table below shows a breakdown of respondents by trade union membership: 
1 Union Member 53% 
2 Member of a professional boefy 16% 
3 None of the above 28% 
As can be seen in the table above, over half of those who responded to the questionnaire 
belong to one of the recognised trade unions. The remaining respondents could be 
members of a professional body or are not a member of any association. This 
categorical information was collected in order to gain a picture of the extent of trade union 
membership at the Trust and also to enable assessments to be made as to whether trade 
union membership actually makes a difference to staff's experience and knowledge of 
partnership and staff involvement. 
393 

Appendix H - Preliminary Stage of Research (Chapter 4) - Matrices of Views 
APPENDIX H1 
Table: Views on what facilitates partnership working. 
Respondent Number Role 
Type 
Union Local union 
representative rep - Acute 
Union Local union 
representative rep ­
Community 
Comments 
• 	 "Decriminalization of the union". 
• 	 Openness and good communications, which partly means a strategic in their objectives with 
us". 
• 	 "They have been better at trying to let us know the strategic position of the Trust". 
• 	 "Involve us before it gets to be a problem". 
I• 	 "They need to involve staff in change, involve them earlier, listen to them and their union". 
• 	 "I really truly believe that it starts with the personnel department because they are the ones that I 
end up implementing most of the directives and devise the policies and procedures in : 
conjunction with us". 
• 	 "Our personnel department does go further in trying to make the working environment as 
pleasant, as fair and as equitable as possible". 
• 	 "The bottom line is the word personnel - we still have a personnel department, we are not HR 
and I think that speaks volumes. When you classify people as a resource you are starting off in 
the wrong area and 1 think that it dehumanises people and it somehow puts a financial 
connotation on it". 
• 	 "I think respect on both sides - we work together with respect" 
• 	 "We have also been fortunate to have an excellent chief executive - who has got very strong 
views". 
• 	 "We have disagreements - I don't always agree with what she has to do but I do understand 
that sometimes she is driven from above". 
• 	 "There has been a breath of fresh air, there is less bullying now, people feel happier coming to 
work". 
• 	 "I trust enough to know what she tells me is right". 
• 	 "We work well because we have known each other for a long while - no amount of prescription 
can be forfeited for individuals". 
• 	 "We can't have wild cards out there". 
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Management 
Management 
Management 
Union 
representative 
Union 
representative 
HR Director ­
Community 
HR Director-
Acute 
NHSE 
Working 
Together 
Project 
Coordinator 
RCN -
national level 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Unison ­
national level 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
"We have worked through the hard times with the unions". 

Regular meetings with the unions "worked reasonably well". 

"It is down to the personalities involved". 

"Culture change, over the long-term doing things differently". 

"Management needs to help the union understand where the Trust is coming from" 

"It is all new to management as well as the union - all sides are learning too". 

"It is very much a need to develop themselves in order to work in J2artnershie". 

"Its really about culture change, it is about changing the way in which people work" 

I 
I 
I 
"We can shout from the roof tops on the benefits of social partnership, but I think that it needs 
management to recognise that this is an important and significant way forward - if you don't get 
this then I think it is doomed - it has got to be the main management perspective". 
"It requires a kind of mindset change - a change in thinking about how we do business". 
"It requires a maturity of dialogue that can help the parties move towards a position that is 
tenable, viable and workable". 
"It is about being given leadership, responsibility and a degree of autonomy - I think that kind of 
softer side". 
"The individuals involved are often the key determinants to whether it happens or not". 
"It is to do with how well the participants communicate and trust one another - a mature stage in 
the relationship". 
"Staff involvement in decision making is fundamental if you are going to build real partnership". 
Active union involvement. "If it operates properly - the unions are going to be involved in 
decision making at a strategic level before decisions are made - traditionally we have only got 
involved once decisions were made". 
"It is seen as much more changing behaviour and attitudes". 
"Partnership is about two things, sharing power and changing behaviour". 
"So you start your process with a rather more formal way of working - but what is far more 
important is the cultural and behavioural change". 
"Staff want information - they want to know what is happening and therefore there needs to be 

improved communication". 

"You have to create, genuinely a team approach". 
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Union 4 Unison - • "It is about employers accepting responsibility to consult widely about decision making and 
­
representative regional level employees accepting the responsibilities that goes with that and being realistic with their 
response". I 
• 	 "Partnerships are always qualified by the environment in which you work". 
• 	 "You have got to have coincidences of so many factors you actually have to get a specific set of 
conditions for partnership to flourish". 
• 	 "We have to devise mechanisms for what happens if we disagree and how we resolve that 
disagreement - ensure that all options are explored before reaching conflict". 
• 	 "For partnership to work there must be room for people to fall out - being satisfied that they 
have worked through all the various options. "The employer should recognise the reasons why 
we have no option but to be in a dispute with them - that we have then confidence in each 
bother to have a dispute with them". 
• 	 "Top management commitment to move away from the competitive agenda". 
• 	 "All staff have to have the confidence to work together". 
• 	 To make it work effectively, it has got to be exported around the whole system". 
• 	 "Devolution of power is the key thing - you have got to let control go and see how it develops". 
• 	 "There is a need for real change in terms of equality in the NHS - it is the doctors and nurses 
and nobody else". 
• 	 "Helpful management and union representatives who are confident enough to experiment and 
see how it goes". 
• 	 "We tend to actually know almost immediately through personalities, where it is going to be a 
problem and where it is likely to work", 
• 	 "At best for us it means we have a full time seconded staff-side secretary who contributes to 
meetings and - has an equal part". 
• 	 "It is a miracle that the whole things works at all and it only works because of the huge personal 
commitment - there is actually a huge amount of support that needs to be tapped". I 
Union 5 Unison - • "It demands commitment - on a continuous basis", 
representative regional level • "It is being able to say what you think". 
• 	 "Real partnership means you have to have honesty - don't let people get too far with an idea 
that you disagree with". 
• 	 "Communication, communication, communication - applying communication proportionately". 
• 	 "They need team work to roll it out everywhere else", 
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"People are much more open and it is easier to work in a culture like that - more willing to 
accept when things don't work and are keen to do proper evaluation and looking for the 
answers why things have broken down - and not looking for someone to blame". 
"Partnership and leadership is about everyone striving to meet shared objectives rather than 
imposing things". 
"Culture change is needed for partnership to work - need this before anything else". 
"Culture is determined by its leadership and that leadership of that culture needs to take on 
board all of the factors influencing it". 
"It is not just as a figure head at the top of the organisation but in terms of what that leader 
does, his actions, to make sure that middle managers have those same believes and values". 
"Where it is working there is clear leadership and values to be filtered down through the 
organisation, where there is clarity and good direction". 
"We need to be able to have discussions where both sides are getting a win". 
"More involved and better information and communication and not left to fester". 
"It does not happen over night or does not happen with the same people in place". 
"The emphasis is on quality of the relationship - more proactive than reactive". 
"You do have some managers who are very committed to it and are busting a gut to make it 
work. In doing seeking much more regularly and more proactively to involve employee 
representatives in any and all types of decisions they are making". 
"You need a change in philosophical approach". "The chief executive is going through the 
motions and therefore you see very little or nothing changing". 
"It is not just about necessarily beefing up of the formal mechanisms and a lot more informally 
happening - but having formal mechanisms being worked more extensively and energetically" 
"To move from a tea and toilet agenda to a more meatier agenda". 
"The extent of partnership correlates with the level of enthusiasm from management and 
different unions have varying degrees of enthusiasm for a partnership approaCh". 
"If it is not possible to change the people, you might have a partnership agreement but find 
when you get behind it there is not much there". 

"By putting something better in place sometimes leads to partnership but not always". 

"You need confident management and unions that take a strategic approach". 

Need a shared understanding of what partnership means "because they may be committed to 

slightly or very different things - a recipe for misunderstandings". 
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APPENDIX H2 
Table: Views on Barriers to partnership 
Respondent No Role Barriers to partnership 
Type 
Trade Union Local rep- Union (in)effectiveness 
acute 	 Lack of representatives - "We have a steward system, which is easily half, 50% down on what we should 
have", 
"It is a pretty thankless task - there is a fear of sticking their head above the parapet and being labeled a 
trouble maker - the unions are still criminalised in the workplace culture", 
Representation gap - "We need to have an empathy to what the staff see as a priority, rather than the 
individuals on the committees feel are the priorities", 
Releasing staff for union duties - 'There is not the willingness to release staff in the ward areas - to actually 
participate" I I 
"In order to get more stewards we needed a cultural change - to decriminalise the trade unions - it was a 
process of managers encouraging staff to come forward", "We want the Trust to show a willingness to 
support the staff and trade unions so that they can get involved", 
Wide problem - "The grass roots are in a terrible mess that is the problem for the unions - those higher up in 
the union don't realise the depth of crisis on the shop-floor", 
Workload - "So much is happening at the sane time so nothing is done properly - we need more facilities 
time", 
Management HR Director- Union challenges 
community 	 Old-fashioned union attitude - "union representatives feel they can't work with people who do not represent 
anyone and has not been voted in by employees - but they need to work alongside people who are not in the 
union", 
Difficulties with union organisation / Low attendance at meetings - "Because of the geographical distances 
between the different sites are large and in rural areas, it is difficult for the representatives in terms of time 
and money", 
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Union effectiveness 
Staff pressures flack of facilities time - "The trade union says that they need more facilities in terms of time 
and cover. They have been saying this time and time again but it is only now that we are listening but it is 
difficult to resolve the issue as there is not much slack. There are labour market difficulties and problems with 
recruiting and these staff shortages put a strain on these issues". 
Recruitment of union representatives - "There is not much interest in being union representatives, the vast 
majority of their members are not bothered about it". 
Variable levels of skills and experience - "All unions are in favour and they subscribe to the concept ­
however some are better informed and some are more able than others" 
Suspicion I Mistrust 
Variable levels of enthusiasm - "They are officially keen but there will obviously be individual managers and 
trade unions and trade union branches who are not keen on the idea". 
"There are some that regard the whole idea with deep suspicion and regard it as a sell out - equally there are 
some managers who believe they are there to manage and they do not need to talk to anybody else - there 
are always going to be some people like that". 
National versus Local level 
Difficulty at a local level - "All the major unions are officially in favour of partnership working. I think often the 
difficulties are at local level". 
Differences between the unions 
Inter-union working - "It is quite difficult for the unions to work amongst themselves and to achieve a 
consensus locally because of the different staff groups they represent". 
Varying degrees of enthusiasm - "Unions do it with varying degrees of enthusiasm depending on the 
personalities involved". 
Rhetoric versus Reality I National versus local level 
Gap between policy and practice ''There is still a great gulf between policy pronouncements and delivery on 
the ground". 
Management Effectiveness 
Lack of HR capability / variations in standards - "There is a whole raft of issues about HR capability and 
capacity - the biggest problem in the health service has been that there are patches of excellence with regard 
to HR practice, but the overall standard is pretty poor". 
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I 
, 
Suspicion Jmistrust 
Lack of trust in managers I deep suspicion - ''These are the same Trust managers and the same Trust 

boards in many cases, that were saying trade unions were the enemy". 

"There is quite a deep suspicion - a justifiable suspicion I suppose, but underlying that there is a desire to do 

things differently". 

''There is a cynicism and scepticism out there without a doubt" 

Union effectiveness 

Representation gap - "There is a tension between what the members want to do and with the activists and 

the unions saying, well that is not the right thing". 

Non-involvement of some groups 
BMA - "I would suggest that perhaps the BMA is less concerned with getting involved in partnership". 

Doctors elitism - "The NHS has always suffered from the problem that there are the doctors and then there is 

the rest - the doctors have always seen themselves as a category on their own. For example, they see 

themselves more as observers on the SPF". 

Resistance to Change 
Comfort zones - "The reality of taking people out of fairly rigid organisational boxes and putting them to 
primarily focus on the service - it is as challenging for unions as it is for everybody else because we also live 
in our boxes and we are quite happy in them". 
British Gas example - Partnership "floundered because of the ultimate conflict between business decisions 
and the needs of the workforce". It can lead to a breakdown in confidence and trust. 
Competitive culture - "A lot of the cultural problems in the NHS still come down to the fairly competitive 
attitude between Trusts - Trust managers - a majority are still very much keyed up to be competitive in their 
approach". 
"It all comes down to that culture point about being willing to release power and to see mistakes occur - both 
sides are paranoid about this". 
Middle management resistance Istaff shortages- "the question is how to get it down through the system - the 
problem is middle management being placed under considerable pressure to deliver services under quite 
challenging staff shortages - thinking partnership is too longwinded to have the luxury of running it". 
Holding onto power - "I am shocked at how people still want to hold onto power". 
Non-involvement of some groups 
BMA - "The BMA - the most powerful union in Britain - who don't have anything to do with the other unions". 
"Some groups just go their own way - NHS trade unions and staff associations almost write off the doctors as 
an active participant -I wish they would get involved but there are too many compromises to be made". 
Ordinary employees - "Some people take the view that they don't want to be involved - they don't want to 
take part in the Qreat strateQic decisions". 
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Trade union 5 Unison 
- regional representative 
level 
The main relationships - "May be we have to accept that the partnership will fundamentally take place with 
the leading people from the unions and with the leading managers in the Trust", 
Differences between the unions 
Inter-union working - "It is a 'devils own job' to get any co-ordination - yet alone partnership working between 
all those different elements", 
Union effectiveness 
Strong union organisation - "There are quite a few Trusts where there is a desire by management to get 

involved but the unions are not sufficiently organised to provide it", 

Lack of representatives I poor recruitment - "It is a 'devils own job' to get more people involved", 

Suspicion I mistrust 
Cynicism (staff) - "It is a very cynical area of employment, people have seen everything, re-organisations, 
things going round in circles every 25 years, I see consultants with huge powers but no real control who are 
very cynical about the latest initiative. There is a certain amount of paranoia". "It is quite difficult sometimes 
to persuade people that it is worth a try". 
Commitment of union reps "immensely variable" - "A lot of union reps are committed to the idea but are 
sceptical about its value - for them it has got to deliver real participation - and resolution of the more difficult 
areas such as low pay". 
Root of local reps scepticism - they feel "we are just painting a pleasant picture of something that has 
underlying problems - they think partnership blocks off the right to disagree", 
Conflict issues are not being resolved - "The real problem for us - the real problem of low pay and the 
apparent unwillingness to deal with it as an issues", 
Inequality 
"There are huge problems with inequalities in resources of certain groups", For example, doctors have ring-
fenced monies for T&D purposes, 
Rhetoric I reality Gap 
"There is a great deal of saying the right thing at the moment - but consultation is not even part of their 
thinking". 
Capability? Attitudes 
Personalities Involved - "I can recognise individuals in the management structure and the union structure that 
are a barrier to real development". 
History I Past Context 
Difficulty getting staff involved - "The last 30 years of the NHS has sent a message to staff saying you can 

have opinions on anything - but you can ensure that you will change nothing - because of that staff have 

stepped further and further away from the process of influence", 

Lack of confidence - "People have often been reluctant to say what they think, say what they feel", 
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Trade union RCN 
- regional representative 
level 
ACAS 	 Regional 
representative 
Clashes of organisational culture 
"It would be difficult to have a partnership with an organisation who had a culture that was at odds with the 

one you would want to perpetuate". 

Middle managers - "that won't let staff off to go to meetings - the culture is not right it needs to be developed 

further". 

Union effectiveness 
Capability of local reps - "Staff-side have not got the confidence or the assertiveness to say no this is not 
working". 
Lack of Capability 
Devolution to local level mean no IR infrastructure prior to Trust status - ''There is a lack of experience and 
expertise on both sides to deal with it and also no infrastructure, committees or procedures to help them to 
work through the process". "The quality of NHS management is not very good". 
Varying degrees of enthusiasm / managers not able to give guarantees - ''There are different expectations of 
what the nature of the relationship will look like - at times management does not feel that they can meet 
those expectations". 
Definitional problems 
Lack of a clear definition - "Until we have a definition of what partnership means and what exactly it is going 
to mean in practice. there are going to be some misunderstandings" 
Suspicion I Mistrust 
Scepticism - "There are sceptical people out there who don't think it is going to succeed". 

Rhetoric / reality - policy I practice gap 

"We see lots of signing of partnership deals and trumpeting it. but in practice nothing has changed, or very 

little - or perhaps things change for a while until the first real test comes along". 

High expectations (further to fall) - "There are generally higher expectations of the way that management will 

behave in the public sector - management must try harder in a sense". 

Resistance to change 
Managers loss of power - "Basically if it means loosing management prerogative managers are very 
uncomfortable with that - some managers philosophically and emotionally are not comfortable because it 
goes to the root of accountability" 
Management capability - "It takes a certain amount of confidence to give up power and take it forward - not 
all managers have that confidence". 
Relationship at Local level 
"Lay officials would give the unvarnished truth and have varying degrees of enthusiasm or hostility to 
partnership - relationships at the local level will make or break these arrangements". 
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Appendix J - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: RESPONSE RATES AND 
BREAKDOWNS FOR TRUST ONE 
Trust 1 
Response rate at Trust 1 was 11 % with 110 staff returning the questionnaire. 
occupations I roles in the Trust Length of service 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
Maintenance I 
Ancillary 
NursinQ 
Admin I clerical 
Medical 
Management 
PAMS 
Other 
7% 
32% 
23% 
6% 
9% 
18% 
6% 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Less than 1 year 
1 - 2 years 
2 - 5 years 
5 -10 years 
10 years or more 
7% 
10% 
16% 
17% 
50% 
Breakdown of responses by Directorate (Department). 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
Medical Services 
Women and Children's Services 
Corporate Support 
Mental Health 
Surgical Services 
Diagnostic and Clinical Support 
Other 
4% 
28% 
5% 
5% 
17% 
16% 
26% 
As stated in the case study report both Unison and the RCN have a large membership at 
the Trust and so have quite a strong voice in discussions. Therefore it was important for 
the research that there was a clear picture on levels of union membership. 
The table below shows a breakdown of respondents by trade union membership: 
1 Union Member 53% I 
2 Member of a professional body 16% I 
3 None of the above 28% J 
As can be seen in the table above, over half of those who responded to the questionnaire 
belong to one of the recognised trade unions. The remaining respondents could be 
members of a professional body or are not a member of any association. This 
categorical information was collected in order to gain a picture of the extent of trade union 
membership at the Trust and also to enable assessments to be made as to whether trade 
union membership actually makes a difference to staffs experience and knowledge of 
partnership and staff involvement. 
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Appendix K - Questionnaire Results for Trust 1 (Statistical Tables) 
Appendix K1 
Table 1: Occupational Comparison: Partnership: Key Elements 
Partnership Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
IMean Dev. N=8 N = 35 N = 25 N=6 N = 10 N =20 N=6 oiff. Sig. 

Trust 2.51 1.08 2.14 2.62 2.61 2.50 2.90 2.24 2.17 .644 ­
Mean (std. Oev.) (1.35) (1.02) (1.03) (1.64) (1.10) (1.03) (0.98) 

Consultation 2.66 1.02 2.00 2.71 2.57 2.67 2.50 2.59 2.33 .090 5 > 1 1.50 0.42* 

(0.58) (0.97) (0.99) J1.37J (0.97) (1.06) (0.82) 

Respect 2.46 1.08 1.86 2.50 2.43 2.50 3.10 2.35 2.17 .392 ­
(0.90) (1.05) (1.04) (1.64) (1.20) -<1.06) (0.75) 

Information 2.63 1.04 2.00 2.74 2.48 2.50 3.30 2.61 2.50 .262 ­
(0.82) (0.96) (0.95) (1.38) _(1.25) (1.14) (0.84) 

Awareness 1.75 0.43 1.86 1.82 1.84 1.83 1.33 1.70 1.67 .066 5 < 2 5< 

(0.38) (0.39) (0.37) (0.41 ) (0.50) (0.47) (0.52) 3 

Job security 3.06 0.72 2.25 3.20 2.72 2.83 3.30 3.55 3.00 .000* 2 >1 0.95 0.01* 

(1.04) 	 (0.53) (0.68) (0.41 ) (0.67) (0.60) (0.63) 5> 1 1.05 .013* 
6> 1 1.30 .000* 
6>3 0.83 .001* 
Any change? 2.72 0.81 2.43 2.84 2.24 2.83 2.80 3.25 2.50 .002* 6>3 1.01 .000* 
(0.79) (0.78) (0.72) (0.98) (1.03) (0.55) (0.55) 
p = < 0.01 
Occupations 
Key:
-
Awareness 	 Key Elements Job security: Current level Job Security: Change in level 1 Maintenance / Ancillary l 
1 = Yes 1 = Poor 1 = Very insecure 1 = Not applicable 2 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 1 
2 = No 	 2= 2 = Fairly insecure 2 = less information 3 Admin. and clerical 
3= 3 =Fairly secure 3 = About the same 4 Medical 
4= 4 = very secure 4 = More information 5 ManaQement 
5 = Very Well 	 6 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 
7 Other 
~ 
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Appendix K2 
Table 2: Departmental Comparison: Partnership - Key Elements 
Partnership Sample 
Mean 
Trust 2.51 
Mean(Std. Dev) 
Consultation 2.66 
Respect 2.46 
Information 2.63 
Sharing 
Awareness 1.75 
Job security 3.06 
, Any change? 2.72 
, 
p = < 0.01 
Key: 
Awareness Key Elements 
1 = Yes 1 ;:: Poor 
2 = No 2= 
3= 
4= 
5 =Very Well 
Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Dev. N=4 N = 31 N=5 N=5 N = 19 N = 18 N;:: 27 Diff. sig. 
1.08 2.50 2.61 2.20 3.00 2.31 2.50 2.50 0.90 ­
(1.73) (0.95) (1.30) (0.71 ) (1.14) [1.21] J1.10) 
1.02 2.75 2.81 2.40 2.60 2.35 2.80 2.65 0.84 ­
(0.96) (0.95) (1.14) (0.89) (1.11) (1.01 ) (1.09) 
,1.08 2.25 2.52 2.60 3.00 2.29 2.33 2.46 0.91 ­
I(1.50) (0.89) (1.52) (1.41) (1.16) (1.11) (1.10) 
1.04 2.50 2.90 2.20 2.80 2.35 2.50 2.65 0.60 ­
(0.581 (0.94) (1.10) (1.10) (1.06) (1.03) (1.20} 
0.43 1.75 1.63 1.60 1.40 1.84 1.83 1.88 0.13 ­
(0.501 _(0.49) (0.55) (0.55) (0.37) (0.83) (0.33) 
0.72 3.00 3.29 3.00 3.00 3.16 3.33 2.59 0.01* 7<2 0.70 .003* 
(000) (0.64) {0.71>- (0.71) (0.50) (0.69) (0.93) 
0.82 2.75 2.93 2.80 2.60 3.00 2.89 2.20 0.02** 7<2&7 0.73 .012* 
(0.50) (0.49) (1.30) (0.55) (0.79) (0.90) (0.73) <5 0.80 0.24* 
Directorates 
Job security: Current level Job Security: Change in level 
~ 1 =Very insecure 1 =Not ~pncable 1 Medical Services 
2;:: Fairly insecure 2 = less information 2 Women and Children'S Services 
3 = Fairly secure 3 = About the same 3 Corporate Support 
4 =very secure 4 =More information 4 Mental Health 
5 Surgical Services I 
6 Diagnostic and Clinical Support 
7 Other J 
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Appendix K3 
Table 3: Union Membership Comparison: Partnership: Key Elements 
Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Partnership Mean deviation (1) (2) above Ditt. Sig. 
(3) 
N = 59 N = 18 N = 31 

Trust 2.51 1.09 2.44 2.40 2.72 .475 ­
Mean (Std. Dev.) (1.13) ( 1.12) J1.00) 

Consultation 2.66 1.02 2.65 2.63 2.71 .951 ­
(1.11t (1.02) JO.851 

Respect 2.46 1.09 2.32 2.63 2.64 .345 ­
(1.17) (0.89) (1.03) 

Information 2.63 1.05 2.66 2.63 2.61 .980 ­
(1.09) (1.26) (0.88) 

Awareness 1.75 0.43 1.74 1.72 1.80 .787 ­
(0.44) (0.46) (0.41 ) 

Job security 3.06 0.70 3.14 3.17 2.94 .376 ­
(0.71 ) (0.62) (0.73) 

Any change? 2.72 0.80 2.95 2.94 2.24 .000* 1 > 3 0.71 .000* 

(0.69) (0.68) (0.87) 2>3 0.70 .009* 

p = < 0.01 

Key:
-
Awareness Key Elements Job security: Current level Job Security: Change in level 

1 = Yes 1 = Poor 1 = Very insecure 1 = Not applicable 

2 = No 2= 2 = Fairly insecure 2 = less information 

3= 3 = Fairly secure 3 = About the same 

4= 4 = very secure 4 = More information 

5 = Very Well 

396~ 
.-..-../ 
Appendix K4 
Table 4: Occupational Comparison: The State of the Employment Relationship 
ER climate 
Co-operation 
Mean (Std. Oev.) 
Attitude to union 
Dual loyalty 1 
Dual loyalty 2 
Union style 
I 
Trust to keep 
promises 
P=<O.Ol 
Sample 
Mean 
2.03 
2.22 
3.15 
2.51 
2.78 
2.53 
Std. 
Dev. 
0.52 
0.63 
0.86 
1.02 
1.93 
0.75 
1 
N=8 
1.83 
iO.75) 
2.17 
(0.75) 
2.75 
(0.89) 
2.14 
(1.22) 
3.67 
(2.07) 
1.71 
(0.49) 
2 
N = 35 
2.04 
(0.45) 
2.29 
(0.60) 
3.06 
(0.95) 
2.64 
(1.14) 
2.94 
(1.98) 
2.47 
(0.79) 
3 
N == 25 
1.75 
(0.46) 
1.91 
(0.70) 
3.00 
(0.47) 
2.78 
(0.65) 
1.14 
(0.48) 
2.40 
(0.71) 
4 
N=6 
1.80 
(0.45t 
2.00 
(0.71 ) 
3.67 
(0.52) 
2.00 
(0.89) 
2.17 
(1.60) 
2.67 
(0.52) 
5 
N = 10 
2.33 
(0.50) 
2.60 
(0.52) 
3.60 
( 1.17) 
2.20 
(1.23) 
4.50 
(1.27) 
3.30 
(0.48) 
6 
N = 20 
2.19 
(0.54) 
2.24 
(0.56t 
3.33 
(0.77) 
2.50 
(0.99) 
3.17 
(2.01) 
2.65 
(0.75) 
7 
N==6 
1.75 
(0.50) 
2.00 
(0.82) 
2.83 
(0.98) 
2.50 
(0.84) 
3.40 
(2.19) 
2.50 
(0.55) 
Sig. 
.130 
.261 
.164 
.541 
.000* 
.001* 
Tukey 
-
-
-
-
1 > 3 
2>3 
5>3 
6>3 
5 > 1 
6 > 1 
5>2 
5>3 
Mean 
Diff. 
2.52 
1.80 
3.37 
2.02 
1.59 
0.94 
0.83 
0.90 
Tukey 
Sig. 
.030* 
.005* 
.000* 
.007* 
.000* 
.045* 
.022* 
.014* 
Key:
-
ER Climate 
3 = Very co-operative. 
2 == Sometimes co-o~erative. 
1 = Not co-operative. 
Attitude to Union 
3 = In favour 
2 == Neutral 
1 = Not in favour 
Trust in organisation 
1 = Not at all 
2 = Only' a little 
3 = Somewhat 
4 = A lot 
Dual Loyalty 
5 == Agree strongly 
4 == Agree slightly 
3 == Neither agree nor disagree 
2 = Disagree slightly 
1 = Disagree strongly 
Union Style 
5 = Co-operative 
4 = Militant 
3 == Hostile 
2 = Other 
1 = Don't know / No view 
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Table 5: Union Membership Comparison: The State of the Employment Relationship 
ER climate Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey 
Mean deviation (1 ) (2) above 
(3) 
N:: 59 N = 18 N =: 31 
Co-operation 2.03 0.52 2.02 2.23 1.85 .171 ­
Mean (Std. Dev.) (0.44) (0.60) (0.69) 
Attitude to union 2.22 0.63 2.32 2.13 2.00 .178 ­
(0.62) (0.52) (0.73) 
Dual loyalty 1 3.15 0.87 3.14 3.28 3.08 .766 ­
(1.02) (0.75) (0.50) I 
Dual loyalty 2 2.51 1.02 2.41 2.53 2.74 .434 ­ I(1.12) (1.01 ) (0.69) 
----1Trust to keep 2.54 0.74 2.53 2.61 2.53 .911 ­
promises (0.82) 10.61) (0.74) 
P=<O.Ol • 
Key:
-
ER Climate Attitude to Union Trust in organisation Dual Loyalty Union Style 
3 =Very co-operative. 3 =In favour 1 =Not at all 5 =Agree strongly 5 =Co-operative 
2 =Sometimes co-operative. 2 =Neutral 2 =Only a little 4 =Agree slightly 4 =Militant 
1 =Not co-operative. 1 =Not in favour 3 =Somewhat 3 =Neither agree nor disagree 3 =Hostile 
4 =A lot 2 = Disagree slightly 2 =Other 
1 =Disagree strongly 1 =Don't know I No view I I 
Appendix K6 
Table 6: Union Membership Comparison: Managing the Employment Relationship 
Management Staff 
Forum 
Views represented 
Mean (Std. Dev.) 
Finds out what goes 
on 
Know little about it 
Trivial items dealt 
with 
P=<O.Ol 
Key: 
Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean deviation (1 ) (2) above Diff. Sig. 
(3) 
N =59 N =18 N = 31 
3.04 1.09 2.93 3.00 3.27 .491 ­
(1.16) 
_(0.951 	 11.031 
2.76 	 1.33 2.64 3.46 2.60 .115 ­
{1.38) J1.271 ( 1.19) 

3.71 1.40 3.65 3.07 4.14 .058 3>2 1.07 .050* 
(1.51) (1.38) 	 (1.08) I I 
2.88 0.72 2.92 2.67 2.91 .545 ­
(0.84) (0.78) 	 (0.42) I 
Effectiveness of Management Staff 
Structure 
1 =Strongly disagree 
2 =Disagree 
3 =Neither Agree nor disagree 
4 =Agree 
5 =Strongly agree 
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Table 7: Union Membership Comparison: Union Effectiveness 
Union Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 

effectiveness Mean deviation (1) (2) above Diff. Sig. 

(3) 
.­
N = 59 N = 18 N = 31 
Take notice of 3.70 .98046 3.52 4.27 3.76 .028** 2> 1 0.75 .022* 
members (1.06) (0.59) (0.83) 
Taken seriously 3.37 .99944 3.27 3.79 3.33 .228 ­
(1.03) (0.97) (0.91 ) 
Make a difference 3.21 1.01134 3.09 3.40 3.38 .386 ­
(1.05) (1.18) (0.74) 
Satisfaction with 3.14 .96551 3.13 3.23 3.13 .937 - I 
union (0.97) (1.42) (0.34) I 
Union style 2.78 1.93019 3.19 3.50 1.36 .000* 1 > 3 1.83 .000* 
(1.93) (i.90) (1.11) 2>3 2.14 .001* 
p = < 0.01 
Key: 
Union effectiveness 
1 =Stron~ly disa~ree 
2 =Disagree 
3 =Neither Aqree nor disaqree 
4 =Aqree 
5 =Strongly agree 
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Table 8: Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Participation on the Job) 
Involvement I Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Participation Mean Dev. Diff. Sig. 

How job 3.83 0.98 5.00 3.94 4.00 3.60 3.53 4.28 3.48 .013** 1 > 7 1.52 0.45* 

performed (O.OOJ 10.63) 11.22) (1.34) (0.90) (0.75) (1.22) 

Influence job 3.78 0.96 4.75 3.94 3.80 3.60 3.42 4.11 3.52 .057 ­
Decisions (0.50) (0.68) (1.30) (1.34) (0.84) (1.0B) (1.01) 

Workgroup 3.38 1.04 4.00 3.68 3.20 3.20 3.11 3.61 3.04 .152 ­
(0.00) (0.79) (1.30) (0.99) (0.85) (1.32) (1.04) 
Decisions affect 3.06 1.10 3.25 3.45 3.20 2.BO 2.53 3.28 2.81 .088 ­
job (0.50) (0.72) (1.10) (1.48) (0.84) (1.02) ( 1.49) . 
Superiors 3.36 1.24 4.00 3.81 3.BO 3.BO 2.95 3.17 3.00 .OBO ­
receptivity (0.00) (0.91) (1.64) (1.30) (1.35) (1.04) (1.47) 
, 
Satisfaction 3.00 0.92 3.25 3.29 3.40 2.75 2.56 3.12 2.85 .146 ­
with influence (0.501 (0.76) (1.14 ) (0.50) (1.04) ( 1.17) LO.77) 
p = < 0.01 
Key: Directorates 
Participation Involvement 
1 Medical Services 5 = A great deal 5 ::: Very Satisfied 
­ 2 Women and Children's Services 4 = Quite a lot 4 = Satisfied ~ Corporate Support 3 = An average amount 3 = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4 Mental Health 2 = Too little 2 = Dissatisfied 
Surgical Services 1 ::: Far too little 1 ::: Very dissatisfied ~. Diagnostic and Clinical Support 
7 Other 
-
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Table 9: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Participation on the Job) 
Participation Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean Dev. N=8 N = 35 N = 25 N=6 N == 10 N = 20 N=6 Diff. SiS· 
How job 3.84 0.97 3.13 3.60 3.88 4.33 4.60 4.00 3.67 .017** 5> 1 1.48 .019* 
performed (1.13) (0.95) (1.17) (0.52) (0.52) (0.65) (1.031 
Influence job 3.79 0.96 3.25 3.57 3.80 3.67 4.70 3.95 3.83 .025** 5> 1 1.45 .021* 
Decisions (1.28) (0.88L 11.00) 11.03) (0.48) (0.83) (0.98) 5>2 1.13 .015* I 
Workgroup 3.38 1.04 2.50 3.29 3.20 3.50 4.60 3.55 3.17 .001* 5> 1 2.10 .000* 
(1.07) (0.89) ( 1.15) (1.22) (0.52) (0.89) (0.75) 5>2 1.31 .004* 
5>3 1.40 .003* 
Decisions affect 3.06 1.10 2.13 2.97 2.96 2.83 4.40 3.20 2.83 .001* 5> 1 2.28 .000* 
job ( 1.13) (0.92) (1.14) (0.98) (0.70) (1.06) (1.17) 5>2 1.43 .003* 
5>3 1.44 .005* 
5>6 1.20 .044* 
I Superiors 3.35 1.24 2.25 3.31 3.28 3.67 4.80 3.25 2.83 .001* 	 5> 1 2.55 .000* 
receptivity (1.49) (1.13) (1.24) (1.37) (0.42) (0.97) (1.47) 	 5>2 1.49 .008* 
5>3 1.52 .010* 
5>6 1.55 .012* 
5>7 1.97 .021* 
Satisfaction with 3.00 0.91 2.88 2.91 3.00 3.50 3.60 2.83 2.60 .227 ­
influence (0.99) (0.821 (0.76) (1.64) (0.84) (0.86) (1.14) 
p =< 0.01 
Key:
~ OccupationsPartiCipation Involvement 
5 = A great deal 5 = Very Satisfied 
1 Maintenance / Ancillary 4 ::: Quite a lot 4 ::: Satisfied 
2 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) ­3 = An average amount 3 = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
3 Admin. and clerical 2 = Too little 2 = Dissatisfied 
4 Medical1 = Far too little 1 = Very dissatisfied 
5 Management 
6 Allied Health Professional1AHP) j 
7 Other I 
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Table 10: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Effectiveness of Communication Mechanisms) 
Information Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Giving Mean Dev. N=8 N = 35 N = 25 N=6 N == 10 N = 20 N=6 Ditt. Sig. 
Source: 2.10 1.35 2.50 2.25 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.l1 1.50 .897 ­
supervisor (1.52) (1.27) (1.57) 
-
(1.73) (1.33) (1.37) (0.84) 
Source: 2.69 1.50 2.38 2.79 2.43 1.00 3.88 2.72 3.20 .059 5>4 2.88 .026* 
grapevine (1.69) (1.40) (1.44) (0.00) (1.46) (1.56) (1.30) 

Source: Union 4.28 1.23 3.00 4.60 4.77 N= 1 4.25 3.88 3.83 .095 ­
(1.00) (0.96) (0.73) (1.58) (1.41) (1.60) I 
Source: team 2.71 1.24 3.50 2.37 2.65 2.00 2.50 2.89 3.60 .239 - I 
brief (1.52) (1.21) (1.06) () (1.51) (1.08) (1.52) 
Source: 2.93 1.04 3.67 2.86 2.95 2.50 2.88 3.17 2.00 .158 -
, 
newsletter (0.82) (1.16) (0.84) (0.71) (1.13) (1.04) (0.89) 
Satisfaction with 3.29 0.85 3.13 3.20 3.24 3.67 4.10 3.10 3.17 .053 5>2 0.90 .045* 
information (0.83) (0.76) (0.78) (1.21) (0.74) (0.91) (0.75) 5>6 1.00 .035* I 
Change in 2.33 0.82 1.63 2.53 2.00 2.50 2.75 2.28 2.33 .009* 2>1 0.91 .027* 
information (0.74) (0.68) (0.76) (0.84) (0.46) (0.67) (0.82) 5> 1 1.13 .031* 
p = < 0.01 
I'\ey: 1 Most important source of informationLevel of Information Change in level of information 
25 == Very Satisfied 
4 = Satisfied 3 
3 == Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 - More information 4 
2 = Dissatisfied 2 == About the same 5 ~ 
1 == Ve!'L dissatisfied 1 - Less information 6 Least important source of information 
403 
Appendix K11 
Table 11: Union Membership Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Effectiveness of Communication Mechanisms) 
Information Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Giving Mean deviation (1) (2) above Ditt. Sig. 
(3) 
N =59 N =18 N =31 
Source: 2.08 1.36 2.17 2.00 1.96 .788 ­
supervisor (1.30) (1.37) (1.51) 
Source: 2.71 1.51 2.68 3.07 2.57 .574 ­
grapevine (1.45) (1.49) 11.63) 
Source: union 4.28 1.23 4.10 4.27 4.75 .201 ­
(1.361 (1.27) (0.681 
Source: team 2.65 1.20 2.50 2.77 2.87 .459 ­
brief (1.30) (1.01l. (1.10) 
Source: 2.93 1.04 2.85 3.07 3.00 .733 ­
newsletter (1.11) (1.14) (0.88) 
Satisfaction with 3.31 0.85 3.29 3.44 3.26 .742 ­
information (0.89) (0.78) (0.82) 
Change in 2.30 0.74 2.30 2.81 2.00 .002* 2> 1 0.52 .030* 
information (0.72) (0.41 ) (0.80) 2>3 0.82 .001* 
P=<O.Ol 
Key:. 1 Most important source of informationLevel of Information Change in level of information 
25 = V~Satisfied 
4 =Satisfied 3 
3 =Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 - More information 4 
2 - Dissatisfied 2 - About the same 5 
1 =Very dissatisfied 1 - Less information 6 Least important source of information 
~-:4Jt~·~.l 
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Table 12: Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on 
Consultation) 
Management Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Effectiveness Mean Dev. Diff. Sig. 

Style 3.07 1.04 3.33 2.88 3.00 2.50 3.07 3.29 3.18 0.780 ­
Mean (Std. Dev.) (0.58) (0.95) (0.82) (0.58) (1.39) (1.05) (1.05) 

Ask views: future 2.61 1.04 2.50 3.06 3.40 2.80 2.47 2.56 2.07 .009* 2>7 0.99 .004* 

plans (0.58) (0.96) (0.55) (0.84) ( 1.17) (0.98) (1.00) 

Ask: staffing 2.10 1.00 1.50 2.68 2.20 1.80 2.06 1.94 1.70 .009* 2>7 0.97 .004* 

issues (0.58) (1.01) (1.30) (1.30) (1.00) (1.00) (0.78) 

Ask: change to 2.79 0.93 2.50 3.23 3.20 2.60 2.74 2.33 2.63 .031** 2>6 0.89 0.19* 
 I 
flractices (0.58) (0.76) (0.84) (0.89) (1.05) (0.91 ) to. 971 
Ask: pay issues 1.82 0.89 1.25 1.90 2.40 1.80 1.78 1.94 1.67 .531 - I 
(0.50) (0.91) (1.52) (0.84) (0.81) (1.06) (0.73) 

Ask: H&S 2.63 0.98 2.00 3.10 2.80 2.60 2.53 2.44 2.37 .065 ­
(1.15) (0.83) (0.84) (1.14) (1.17) (0.78) (0.97J 

p = < 0.01 

Directorates 

Key:

~ 
Management Style Frequency of consultation 	 1 Medical Services 
5 Very democratic 2 Women and Children's Services 
­
4 4 Frequently 3 Corporate Support 

3 3 Sometimes 4 Mental Health 

2 2 Hardly: ever 5 Surgical Services ! 
~. Not very d~ll1ocr-...atic 1 Never ! 	 6 Diaqnostic and Clinical Support 

7 Other I 

~ 
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Table 13: Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on 
Consultation) 
Management 
Effectiveness 
Sample 
Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sig. Tukey Mean 
Ditt. 
Tukey 
Sig. 
Keeps you up-to­ 3.16 1.14 3.50 3.61 2.60 3.S0 3.16 2.78 2.81 .065 -
date (0.58) (1.09) (1.34) (0.84) (1.21 ) (1.06) (1.11) 
Gives chance to 2.94 1.07 3.25 3.48 3.00 3.20 2.84 2.50 2.56 .046** 2>6&2 0.98 0.26* 
comment (0.50) (0.81) (0.71 ) (1.10) (1.38) (0.99) (1.05) >7 0.93 0.14* 
Responds to 2.77 1.01 2.50 3.10 2.80 3.00 2.84 2.39 2.59 .015* -
suggestions (0.58) (0.9S) (1.30) (1.14) (1.21) (0.98) (0.89) 
Deals employee 2.99 1.10 2.75 3.26 3.40 3.20 2.89 2.78 2.81 .633 -
problems (0.96) (1.00) (1.14) (1.48) (1.20) (1.11 ) (1.11) 
Treats 3.16 1.19 2.75 3.65 3.60 3.40 3.00 3.00 2.74 .098 -
employees fairly (0.96) (1.0S) (1.34) (1.14) (1.41 ) (0.97) 11.16) 
P=<O.Ol 
Key: Directorates 
Consultation I 1 Medical Services 
5 Very good I 2 Women and Children's Services 
4 Good 
, 3 Corporate Support 
3 Neither good nor poor 4 Mental Health 
2 Poor 5 Surgical Services 
1 Very poor 
.-
6 Diagnostic and Clinical Support 
7 Other 
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Table 14: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on 

Consultation) 

Consultation Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean Dev. N=8 N = 35 N =25 N=6 N = 10 N = 20 N=6 Diff. Siq. 
Style 3.07 1.04 3.67 2.97 3.16 3.33 2.25 3.22 3.00 .221 ­
Mean jStd. Dev.) (1.21) (1.02) (0.96) (1.21 ) (0.71 ) (1.11) (0.82) I 
Ask views: future 2.61 1.04 1.75 2.77 2.28 2.83 3.60 2.45 2.83 .003* 5> 1 1.85 .002* 
plans (1.04) (0.97) (0.98) (1.4 7) (0.70) (0.94) (0.75) 5>3 1.32 .008* 
5>6 1.15 .045* 
Ask: staffing 2.10 1.02 1.25 2.21 1.76 2.17 3.20 2.15 2.00 .001* 5> 1 1.95 .001* 

issues (0.46) (1.01) (0.88) ( 1.17) (0.79) (1.04) (0.89) 5>3 1.44 .002* 

Ask: change to 2.78 0.93 2.00 2.91 2.60 3.00 3.70 2.65 2.50 .004* 5> 1 1.70 .002* 

practices (0.93) (0.78) (0.87) (0.89) (0.48) (1.09) (1.05) 5>3 1.10 .018* 

5>6 1.05 .039* 

Ask: pay issues 1.83 0.89 1.63 1.68 1.48 1.83 2.90 2.10 1.67 .001* 5> 1 1.28 .023* 

(0.92) (0.73) (0.51) (0.75) (0.99) (1.07) (1.03) 	 5>2 1.22 .001* 
5>3 1.42 .000* 
Ask: H&S 2.63 0.98 2.00 2.89 2.36 2.17 3.40 2.55 2.50 .013* 5> 1 1.40 .031* 
(1.07) (0.90) (1.04) (0.98) (0.52) (0.89) (1.05) 
P=<O.OI 
Key:
. 
Occupations 

Management Style Frequency of consultation 

f---­
5 Very democratic 1 Maintenance / Ancillary 

4 4 Frequently 2 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 

3 3 Sometimes 
-
3 Admin. and clerical 

,-­
2 2 Hardly ever 	 4 Medical 
1 Not very democratic 1 Never 	 5 Management 
­
6 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 

7 Other 
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Table 15: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on 
Consultation) 
Management Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 

Effectiveness Mean Dev. N=8 N = 35 N = 25 N=6 N = 10 N = 20 N=6 Diff. Sig. 

Keeps you up-to- 3.15 1.14 1.88 3.43 2.88 3.33 3.90 3.05 3.17 .004* 2>1 1.55 .006* 

date (0.99) (1.10) (1.17) (1.03) (0.88) (1.15) (1.17) 5> 1 2.03 .002* 

Gives chance to 2.93 1.07 2.25 3.14 2.56 3.33 3.60 2.80 3.00 .044* 

comment (1.04) (0.91) (1.12) (1.21) (1.07) (1.06) (1.10) 

Responds to 2.76 1.00 1.75 2.94 2.72 2.83 3.50 2.60 2.50 .012* 2> 1 1.19 .031* 

suggestions (0.71 ) (0.84) (0.98) (1.47) (0.97) (0.99) (1.05) 5> 1 1.75 .004* , 

Deals employee 2.98 1.10 2.38 2.94 3.00 3.17 4.10 2.80 2.50 .019* 5> 1 1.73 .014* 

, problems ( 1.19) (1.03) (1.12) (1.17) (0.57) (1.01) (1.38) 5>2 1.16 .043* 
5>6 1.30 .030* 
Treats 3.15 1.18 2.13 3.20 3.20 2.67 3.90 3.30 2.83 .059 5>1 1.78 .025* 
employees fairly ( 1.13) (1.11) (1.12) (1.21) (1.29) (1.22) (0.98) 
P=<O.OI 
Occupations 
Key: IMaintenance I Ancillary 

Consultation Nursin ualified and un 

Admin. and clerical 
~. I~F~ I~ Good . I j Medical 
1_3_____~_t~eit~~.L.900d nor ~r__ ' ..... 1....5 I Management .--------i
,2 Poor ~~-.--.-.--.-...l ~l3-~-~!!ied Health Professional (AHP) ,r:-----.~- . .~--<~-. . !1_1__.___ ~_L'[eIYJ>22~__ ._~__< ._m_~ 7~_._~jgJh~L _____ ~_________J< __ __ ~_"_,"_.•___ ._~ ._-"""-__ ·_, ____~,, ___ '.".n ___ : 
~ 

Appendix L 

Trust 2 

The following tables give details of the composition of respondents of each occupation, 

the department within which they work and their job tenure at the Trust. 

Occupations / roles in the Trust Length of service 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Nursing 
Admin / clerical 
Management 
PAMS 
Other 
19% 
40% 
20% 
11% 
10% 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Less than 1 year 
1 - 2 years 
2 - 5 years 
5 -10y_ears 
10 years or more 
8% 
10% 
19% 
27% 
10% 
Breakdown of responses by Directorate (Department). 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Medical Services 
Women and Children Services 
SurQical Services 
Diagnostic and Clinical Support 
Administration 
Other (and includes Mental health; 
Perioperative Care; Neuroscience; 
15% 
9% 
13% 
8% 
20% 
34% 
Oncology) 
As the table above indicates the majority of respondents were administrators (40%). The 
questionnaires at this Trust were distributed mainly electronically and so this might 
explain why administrators' were more likely to fill in the questionnaire. They are likely to 
have easy access to a computer on their desks whereas nursing and medical staff for 
example might have found it more difficult to get access to one. It could be argued that 
this might well have affected the responses received. There was a reasonable spread of 
respondents in terms of the length of time they had worked at the Trust, however, 27% 
had been working at the Trust between 5 and 10 years. This would seem to suggest that 
while the Trust still needs to take new staff on, there are still good proportions of staff who 
have been at the Trust for some time. Finally, as one would expect, when amalgamating 
departments for statistical purposes the other category has become the largest. As was 
seen when examining the breakdown of respondents by occupation, administrators were 
the largest group. It therefore figures that the Administration Directorate had the biggest 
number of respondents, 20% of the sample. Medical and Surgical services also had a 
good number of respondents with 15% and 13% of the sample respectively. 
The table below shows a breakdown of respondents by trade union membership 
1 Union Member 49% I 
2 Member of a professional body I 16% I 
'----~--- ,---None (lUbe above. I 32% I 
As can be seen almost half of those who responded to the questionnaire considered 
themselves to be members of a recognised trade union. This is still a majority of the 
respondents but is not as large a percentage as was found in Trust 4. 
This information was important to consider because as well as being important to 
examine whether trade union membership benefits employees and their experience of 
partnership, it was also important to gain a clear picture of the significance that the union 
has in the Trust. In addition, to gauge respondents likely level of awareness of 
management / union relationships. 
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Appendix M - Questionnaire Results for Trust 2 (Statistical Tables) 
Appendix M1 
Table 16: Occupational Comparison: Partnership - Key Elements 
Partnership Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean Dev. N = 19 N =40 N = 20 N = 11 N = 10 Diff. sig. 
Trust 2.72 0.95 3.00 2.55 2.71 2.73 2.90 .522 ­ I 
Mean(Std. Dev) (1.05) (1.04) (0.77) (0.90) (0.74) J 
Consultation 2.85 1.07 3.05 2.48 3.17 3.27 2.90 .059 ­
(1.18) ( 1.15) (0.92) (0.65) (0.74) I 
Respect 2.67 1.15 2.89 2.48 2.83 2.64 2.80 .673 ­
(1.10) (1.26) (1.10) (1.03) ( 1.03) 
Information 3.13 1.17 3.16 2.90 3.44 3.36 3.20 .513 ­
Sharing ( 1.17) (1.35) (0.98) (0.81) (1.03) I 
Awareness 1.79 0.41 1.89 1.90 1.40 1.73 2.00 .000* 1 > 3 0.49 .000* j 
I(0.32) (0.31) (0.50) (0.47) (0.00) 2>3 0.50 .000* 
5>3 0.60 .000* I 
,Job security 3.20 0.64 3.28 3.08 3.35 3.27 3.20 .558 - I 
(0.46) (0.62) (0.75) (0.47) 
_{0.92J 

Any change? 2.69 0.77 2.74 2.63 2.60 2.55 3.20 .256 ­
(0.56) (0.77) JO.941 {0.93) (0.42) 
P = < 0.01 
Occupations 
Key:
­Awareness Key Elements Job security: Current level Job Security: Change in level 1 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 
1 = Yes 1 = Poor 1 = Very insecure 1 = Not apQlicable 2 Admin. and clerical 
2 = No 2= 2 = Fairly insecure 2 = less information 3 Management 
3= 3 = Fairly secure 3 = About the same 4 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 
4= 4 = very secure 4 = More information J 5 Other I5 == Very Well I 
Appendix M2 
Table 17: Occupational Comparison: The State of the Employment Relationship 
ER climate Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean Dev. N =19 N =40 N =20 N =11 N =10 Diff. sig. 

Co-operation 2.08 0.60 2.23 1.81 2.13 2.25 2.50 .025** 5>2 0.69 .031** 

Mean (St. Dev.) (0.44) (0.63) (0.50) (0.71) (0.53) 

Attitude to 2.11 0.61 2.14 1.81 2.35 2.44 2.13 .014** 3>2 0.54 .026** 

union (0.66) (0.56) (0.49) (0.53) (0.64) 4>2 0.63 .042** 

Dual loyalty 1 3.09 0.86 3.39 2.84 3.05 3.27 3.22 .239 ­
(0.70) (0.92) (0.85) (0.90) (0.83) 

Dual loyalty 2 2.60 1.20 2.39 2.91 2.25 2.50 2.67 .313 ­
(1.09) (1.09) (1.25) (1.08) (1.66) 

Trust to keep 2.66 0.81 2.68 2.43 3.00 2.73 2.80 .116 ­
promises (0.75) (0.78) (0.79) (0.90) (0.79) 

I Union Style 3.36 1.18 3.17 3.11 3.90 3.18 3.70 .556 ­
I (1.95) (1.83) (1.65) (1.89) (1.89) 
p = < 0.01 
Key 
ER Climate Attitude to Union Trust in organisation Dual Loyalty Union Style 
3 =Very co-operative. 3 =In favour 1 =Not at all 5 =Agree strongly 5 =Co-operative 
2 =Sometimes co-operative. 2 =Neutral 2 =Only a little 4 =Agree slightly 4 =Militant 
1 =Not co-operative. 1 =Not in favour 3 =Somewhat 3 =Neither agree nor disagree 3 =Hostile 
4 =A lot 2 = Disagree slightly 2 =Other 
1 = Disagree strongly 1 =Don't know I No view 
I 
I 
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Table 18: Union Membership Comparison: The State of the Employment Relationship 
ER climate Sample Standard 
Mean 
Co-operation 
Mean (Std. Dev.) 
Attitude to union 
2.07 
2.11 
Dual loyalty 1 3.09 
Dual loyalty 2 2.61 
Trust to keep 
promises 
P=<O.Ol 
2.67 
Key:
­ER Climate 
3 =Very co-operative. 
2 = Sometimes co-operative. 
1 ::: Not co-operative. 
deviation 
0.60 
0.61 
0.87 
1.20 
0.80 
Attitude to Union 
3 = In favour 
2 = Neutral 
1 = Not in favour 
TU member Prof. Body 
(1 ) (2) 
N =49 N = 16 
2.08 2.40 
(0.57) (0.52) 
2.15 2.38 
(0.61) (0.51 ) 
3.24 3.07 
(0.85) (0.96) 
2.81 2.00 
(1.30) (1.07) 
2.67 2.94 
(0.77) (0.77) 
Trust in organisation 
1 = Not at all 
2 = Onlya little 
3 = Somewhat 
4 =A lot 
None of Sig. Tukey 
above 
(3) 
N = 32 
1.90 .096 
(0.64) 
1.85 .038** 2>3 
(0.59) 
2.78 .109 
(0.80) 
2.59 .070 
(0.97) 
2.53 .255 
(0.84) 
Dual Loyalty 
5 = Agree strongly 
4 =Agree slightly 
3 = Neither agree nor disagree 
2 ::: Disagree slightly 
1 =Disagree strongly 
Mean Tukey 
Diff. Sig. , 
0.53 .035** 
Union Style 
5 = Co-operative 
4 = Militant 
3 = Hostile 
2 = Other 
1 ::: Don't know I No view 
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Table 19: Occupational Comparison: Managing the Employment Relationship 
Management Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Staff Forum Mean Dev. N = 19 N =40 N =20 N::: 11 N = 10 Diff. sig. 
Views 3.36 0.94 3.60 3.71 2.88 2.89 3.00 .005* - 0.83 .016** 
reQl"esented (0.74) (0.93) (0.78) (1.05) (0.87) 
Finds out 2.84 1.31 2.50 2.94 3.17 3.22 2.00 .141 ­ Iwhat goes on (1.32) (1.26) (1.34) (1.56) (0.87) 

Know little 3.78 1.38 4.24 3.79 3.17 3.90 3.90 .234 - I I 

about it (1.25) (1.30) (1.47) (1.58) (1.37) I I 

Trivial items 2.92 0.88 3.00 2.85 3.06 2.50 3.29 .443 - ! 

dealt with (0.39) (0.94) (1.06) (0.93) (0.76) 
 I 
P=<O.OI 
Occupations 
Key: 
1 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 
Effectiveness of Management Staff 2 Admin. and clerical Structure 
I1 = Strongly disagree 3 Management 
I2 = Disagree 4 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 
I3 = Neither Agree nor disagree 5 Other I 
4 = Agree 
5 ::: Strongly agree 
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Table 20: Union Membership Comparison: Managing the Employment Relationship 
Management Staff 
Forum 
Views represented 
Mean (Std. Dev.) 
Finds out what goes 
on 
Know little about it 
Trivial items dealt 
with 
P=<O.Ol 
Key: 
Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey I 
Mean deviation (1) (2) above Diff. Sig. I (3) I 
N:: 49 N =16 N = 32 
3.35 0.93 3.40 2.92 3.48 .202 ­
(0.85) (1.08) (0.98) 
2.82 1.31 2.59 3.62 2.82 .045** 2> 1 1.02 .034** 
(1.23) (1.19) (1.39) 
3.78 1.38 3.96 3.50 3.62 .430 ­
(1.27) (1.56) 11.50) 
2.89 0.86 2.97 2.73 2.84 .661 ­
(0.58) (0.79) (1.21 ) 
Effectiveness of Management Staff 
Structure 
1 = Strongly disagree 
2 =Disaqree 
3 =Neither Agree nor disaqree 
4 = Agree 
5 =Strongly agree 
'7·"~-.--,,"n"C..••f·'CIiIIF:1IIII!"'W;C~3II';!li!!I'i".~1 
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Table 21: Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on 
Consultation) 
Consultation Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean Dev. N = 15 N=9 N = 13 N=8 N = 20 N = 34 Diff. SiQ. 
Style 2.99 1.08 2.71 2.67 3.45 2.86 2.89 3.14 .477 ­
Mean (Std. Dev.J (1.20) (1.05) (1.29) (0.90) (0.83) (O.99) 
Ask views: future 2.72 0.99 2.93 3.33 2.31 3.50 2.15 2.76 .002* 2>5 1.18 .022** 
plans (1.03) (0.71) (0.63) (0.53) (0.93) (1.05) 4>5 1.35 .009* 
Ask: staffing 2.40 1.00 2.47 2.89 1.85 3.63 1.95 2.42 .000* 4> 1 1.16 .048** 
issues (0.99) (1.05) (0.69) (0.52) (0.94) (0.94) 4>3 1.78 .000* 
4>5 1.68 .000* 
4>6 1.20 .014** 
Ask: change to 2.80 0.98 3.27 3.11 2.46 3.50 2.15 2.85 .001* 1 > 5 1.12 .006* 
practices (0.80) (0.78) (0.88) (0.53) (0.99) (0.99) 4>5 1.35 .007* 
Ask: pay issues 1.84 0.89 1.47 2.33 1.69 1.88 1.70 2.00 .200 ­
(0.74) (1.00) (0.63) (0.99) (0.80) (1.00) 
Ask: H&S 2.61 0.96 2.73 2.67 2.69 3.50 2.15 2.56 .030** 4>5 1.35 .009* 
(0.88) (1.12) (0.63) (0.76) (0.75) (0.96) 
p = < 0.01 
Key:
- Management Style Frequency of consultation Directorates 
5 Very democratic 
4 4 Freguently 1 Medical Services 
3 3 Sometimes 2 Women and Children's Services 
2 2 Hardlyever I 3 Surgical Services 1 Not very democratic 1 Never I I 4 Diagnostic and Clinical Support 
5 Administration 
6 Other l 
...... ,,",' -"~-''IIIIr.1IF::.S1l!:'.')J!II"'J!11.".IIII,;JIII::'11 
Table 21 Continued ... 
Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on Consultation) 
Management Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey ! 
Effectiveness Mean Dev. N = 15 N=9 N =13 N=8 N =20 N = 34 Ditt. Sig. 
Keeps you up-to- 3.21 0.98 3.47 3.33 2.69 4.00 3.40 2.97 .022** 4>3 1.31 .030** 
date (0.99) (1.12) (1.03) (0.76) (0.99) (0.83) 

Gives chance to 2.85 1.03 3.07 2.89 2.38 3.38 2.85 2.79 .366 ­
comment 
 (1.16) (1.27) (1.19) (0.74) (0.93) (0.95) I 
Responds to 2.95 1.10 2.80 3.44 2.46 3.50 3.10 2.85 .199 ­
suggestions I(1.32) (1.01) (1.27) (0.93) (1.17) (0.89) 
Deals employee 3.15 1.11 3.53 3.56 2.23 3.88 2.90 3.21 .004* 1> 3 1.30 .016** 
problems (1.36) 	 (1.13) (0.83) (0.83) (1.21) (0.84) 2>3 l.32 .046** 
4>3 1.64 .009* 
Treats 3.27 1.08 3.53 3.67 2.77 4.25 3.15 3.09 .022** 4>3 1.48 .023** 
employees fairly (1.13) (0.87) (1.01) (0.71) (1.14) (1.03) 

P=<O.Ol 

Key: 	 Directorates 
Consultation 1 Medical Services 

5 Very good 
 2 Women and Children's Services 
4 Good 	 I 3 Surgical Services ~ Neither good nor (:loor 4 Diagnostic and Clinical Support 2 Poor 

1 Very poor I 
I 5 Administration 

6 Other 
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Table 22: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on 

Consultation) 

Management Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 

Effectiveness Mean Dev. N = 19 N = 40 N = 20 N = 11 N = 10 Diff. Sig. 

Style 2.97 1.09 2.72 3.06 2.65 3.40 3.22 .327 ­
Mean (Std. Dev.) (1.18) (1.21) (0.86) (0.97) (0.83) 

Ask views: future 2.72 0.99 2.74 2.35 3.30 2.73 3.00 .008* ­
plans (1.05) (1.00) (0.66) (0.79) (1.05) 

Ask: staffing 2.38 1.01 2.37 2.08 2.95 2.40 2.50 .033** 3>2 0.88 .012** 

issues ( 1.12) (0.89) (0.76) (1.05) (1.27) 

Ask: change to 2.80 0.97 3.05 2.38 3.30 3.00 2.80 .004* ­
practices (0.78) (0.95) (0.73) ( 1.18) (1.03) 

Ask: pay issues 1.85 0.90 1.47 1.65 2.65 1.90 1.70 .000* 3> 1 1.18 .000* 

(0.61 ) (0.80) (0.88) (0.99) (0.82) 3>2 1.00 .000* 
3>5 0.95 .025** 

Ask: H&S 2.61 0.95 2.74 2.25 2.95 3.00 2.70 .029** 3>2 0.70 .050** 

(1.05) (0.81) (0.83) (0.89) (1.25) 
P = < 0.01 
Key: Occupations
-Management Style Frequency of consultation 
5 Very democratic 1 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 
4 4 Frequently 2 Admin. and clerical 3 3 Sometimes 
I2 2 Hardly ever 3 Management 

1 Not very democratic 1 Never 4 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 
 i 
5 Other I 
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Table 22 continued ...... 
Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on Consultation) 
Management Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 

Effectiveness Mean Dev. N = 19 N =40 N =20 N == 11 N = 10 Diff. Sig. 

Keeps you up-to- 3.23 0.99 3.21 3.0B 3.50 3.45 3.10 .534 

date (0.B5) (1.07) (0.89) (1.29) (0.74) 

Gives chance to 2.87 1.05 2.B9 2.65 3.30 2.90 2.80 .272 

comment (0.99) ( 1.19) (0.73) (1.22) (0.79) 

Responds to 2.97 1.11 3.05 2.83 3.40 2.B2 2.70 .340 

suggestions (1.03) (1.26) (0.88) ( 1.17) (0.95) 

Deals employee 3.17 1.12 3.11 2.93 3.70 2.91 3.50 .091 I 

problems (1.20) (1.27) (0.73) (0.83) (0.97) I 

Treats 3.29 1.09 3.58 2.78 3.85 3.36 3.60 .002* 1 > 2 0.80 .041** 
 I 
employees fairly (0.77) (1.21 ) (0.81) (0.81) (1.07) 3>2 1.08 .002* I 
p = < 0.01 
Key: Occupations 
Consultation 1 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 
!5 Very good 2 Admin. and clerical 
4 Good 3 Management
3 Neither good nor ~oor 4 Allied Health Professional (ARP) 2 Poor 
5 Other1 Very poor 
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Table 23: Union Membership Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on 
consultation) 
Management Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Effectiveness Mean deviation (1) (2) above Ditt. Sig. 
(3) 
N = 49 N =16 N =32 
Style 2.97 1.10 3.02 2.92 2.89 .876 -
Mean (Std. DevoL (1.18) (0.76) (1.122 
Ask views: future 2.73 0.97 2.94 2.94 2.31 .011** 1 > 3 0.63 .011"* 
plans (0.90) (0.68) J1.09) 
Ask: staffing 2.40 0.99 2.56 2.44 2.13 .151 -
issues (1.07) (0.81 ) (0.911 
Ask: change to 2.84 0.10 3.06 3.13 2.38 .001* 1 > 3 0.72 .002* 
practices JO.83) (0.86) (1.00) 2>3 0.78 .015** 
Ask: pay issues 1.85 0.89 1.83 2.06 1.78 .580 -
(0.88) (0.85) (0.94) 
Ask: H&S 2.61 0.94 2.80 2.50 2.38 .127 -
(0.93) (0.97) (0.91l 
P=<O.OI 
Key:
- Management Style Frequency of consultation 
5 Very democratic 
4 4 Frequentl)' 
3 3 Sometimes 
2 2 Hardly ever 
1 Not very democratic 1 Never 
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Table 23: Continued ... 
Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on consultation) 
Management Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey I I 
Effectiveness Mean deviation (1 ) (2) above Diff. Sig. I 
(3) 
N=49 N= 16 N=32 
.Keeps you up-to- 3.23 0.99 3.14 3.69 3.13 .128 ­
date (1.00) (0.70) (1.07) i 
Gives chance to 2.89 1.05 2.88 3.38 2.66 .081 - , ! 
comment (1.03) (0.86) (1.10) 

Responds to 2.99 1.11 2.94 3.31 2.91 .448 ­
suggestions 
 0.14) (0.70) 0.23) 
Deals employee 3.19 1.11 3.12 3.63 3.06 .219 ­
problems 
 (1.13) (0.89) (1.16) 

Treats employees 3.31 1.07 3.37 3.94 2.91 .005* 2>3 1.03 .004* 

I fairly (1.03) (0.85) (1.09) 

p = < 0.01 

Key: 
Consultation 

5 Very good 

4 Good 

3 Neither good nor poor 

2 Poor 

1 Very poor 
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Table 24: Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Participation on the Job) 
Participation Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean Dev. N = 15 N=9 N = 13 N;::;8 N =20 N;::; 34 Diff. Sig. 
How job 4.03 0.89 4.20 4.13 3.92 4.50 4.00 3.88 .557 ­
performed (0.68) ( 1.13) (1.04) (0.53) (0.92) (0.91) 
Influence job 4.01 0.88 4.07 4.13 3.92 4.50 4.05 3.85 .568 ­
Decisions (0.70) (1.13>- (1.04) (0.53) (1.00) (0.82) 
Workgroup 3.49 1.11 3.80 4.00 3.00 4.38 3.15 3.41 .023** 
-(0.86) (1.07) (1.15) (0.92) (1.14) (1.08) 
Decisions affect 3.30 1.21 3.47 3.75 2.54 4.25 3.50 3.09 .020** 4>3 1.71 .018** 
job ( 1.06) (1.04) 11.33) (0.71) (1.24) (1.19) 
Superiors 3.58 1.21 3.93 4.29 2.62 4.38 3.80 3.33 .002* 1 > 3 1.32 .031** 
receptivity (1.03) (0.95) (1.12) (0.74) (1.15) (1.24) 2>3 1.67 .025** 
4>3 1.76 .010** 

5>3 1.18 .044** 

. Satisfaction with 3.20 0.95 3.00 3.67 2.77 
-
4.13 3.40 3.03 .011** 4>3 1.36 .015** 

influence (0.78) (0.52) (1.01 ) (0.64) (0.88) (1.00) 4>6 1.10 .031** 

p = < 0.01 
Directorates 
Key:
-
Participation Involvement 1 Medical Services 
5 =A great deal 5 == Very Satisfied 2 Women and Children's Services 
4 = Quite a lot 4 ;::; Satisfied 3 Surgical Services 
3 = An average amount 3 ;::; Neither satisfied nor 4 Diagnostic and Clinical Support dissatisfied r---­
5 Administration2 =Too little 2 =Dissatisfied 
1 = Far too little 1 =Very dissatisfied 6 Other 
421 
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Table 25: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Participation on the Job) 
Involvement I Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Participation Mean Oev. N = 19 N = 40 N =20 N = 11 N = 10 Diff. Sig. 
How job 4.04 0.89 4.26 3.82 4.40 4.09 3.70 .077 3>2 0.68 .045** 
performed (0.93) (0.91) (0.60) (0.70) (1.16) 
Influence job 3.99 0.90 4.00 3.77 4.45 4.09 3.80 .081 -
Decisions (0.88) (0.99) (0.51 ) (0.83) (1.03) 
Workgroup 3.48 1.10 3.89 3.05 4.10 3.09 3.60 .002* 1 > 2 0.84 .033** 
(0.94) (1.34) (0.85) (1.38) (1.07) 3>2 1.05 .003* 
Decisions affect 3.32 1.22 3.32 3.05 4.05 2.90 3.40 .031** 3>2 1.00 .022** 
job (0.95) (1.34) (0.89) (1.22) (1.35) 
Superiors 3.60 1.21 3.94 3.21 4.30 3.18 3.50 .007* 3>2 1.09 .008* 
receptivity (0.94) (1.28) (0.86) (1.40) ( 1.18) 
Satisfaction 3.22 0.96 3.17 2.92 3.79 3.36 3.22 .028** 3>2 0.97 .001* 
with influence (0.86) (0.93) (0.71) ( 1.12) (0.96) 
p = < 0.01 
Occupations 
Key: 
--
1 Nursing (qualified and unqualified)
Participation Involvement 2 Admin. and clerical5 = A great deal 5 = Very Satisfied 
3 Management4 =Quite a lot 4 =Satisfied 
3 = An average amount 3 = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied- 4 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 
2 = Too little 2 = Dissatisfied 5 Other 
1 =Far too little 1 = Very dissatisfied 
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Table 26: Union Membership Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Participation on the Job) 

Participation Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey Mean 
Mean deviation (1) (2) above Diff. 
(3) 
N = 49 N = 16 N =32 
How job 
performed 
4.01 0.89 4.12 
(0.81) 
4.25 
(0.77) 
3.71 
(1.01) 
.063 -
Influence job 3.97 0.90 4.04 4.44 3.61 .007* 2>3 1.51 
Decisions (0.79) (0.63) (1.05) 
Workgroup 3.47 1.10 3.63 3.81 3.03 .022** 1 > 3 0.60 
(1.09) (1.11) (1.02) 
Decisions affect 3.28 1.21 3.43 3.63 2.87 .060 -
job (1.17) (0.81) (1.36) 
Superiors 3.56 1.21 3.63 3.94 3.27 .181 -
, receetivity (1.20) (0.93) (1.34) 
Satisfaction with 3.22 0.95 3.15 3.81 3.00 .016** 2>1 0.66 
influence (0.92) (0.66) (1.03) 2>3 
P=<O.Ol 
Key:
-
Participation Involvement I 
5 = A great deal 5 = Very Satisfied 
4 = Quite a lot 4 = Satisfied 
3 =An average amount 3 =Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 
2 = Too little 2 = Dissatisfied 
1 = Far too little 1 = Very dissatisfied 
Tukey 
Sig. 
.001* 
.043* 
.040** I 
.014** I 
~, 
423 
Appendix M12 
Table 27: Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Effectiveness of Communication Mechanisms) 
Information Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Giving Mean Dev. N = 15 N=9 N = 13 N=8 N = 20 N = 34 Diff. Sig. 
Source: 2.10 1.26 1.92 1.29 2.18 1.86 2.11 2.40 .398 
supervisor (1.44) (0.49) ( 1.17) (1.46) (1.24) (1.28) 
Source: 2.73 1.50 3.17 3.50 2.25 3.29 2.56 2.55 .370 
grapevine (1.40) (1.38) (1.22) (1.38) (1.36) (1.71) 
Source: Union 4.44 1.28 4.90 5.20 3.50 4.17 4.36 4.50 .171 
(0.74) (0.45) (1.77) (i.60) (1.69) (0.98) 

Source: team 3.90 1.30 2.46 2.83 2.70 2.75 3.00 3.17 .684 

brief (0.88) (0.98) (1.42) (1.39) (1.25) (1.49) 

Source: 2.61 1.05 2.31 2.57 2.42 3.43 2.67 2.59 .331 

newsletter (1.03) (0.98) (1.00) (1.51) (1.03) (0.981 

Satisfaction with 3.43 0.78 3.21 3.38 3.46 4.13 3.70 3.21 .021** 4>6 0.92 .026** 

information (0.70) (0.74) (0.52) (0.64) (0.73) (0.84) 

Change in 2.64 0.60 2.73 2.75 2.15 3.00 2.69 2.66 .030** 4>3 0.85 .020** 

, information (0.46) (0.46) (0.80) (0.00) (0.60) (0.60) 
P=<O.Ol 
Key: 1 Most important source of informationLevel of Information Change in level of information 
25 = Vert Satisfied 
4 = Satisfied 3 
3 = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 - More information 4 
2 = Dissatisfied 2 - About the same 5 
1 = Very dissatisfied 1 - Less information 
­ 6 Least important source of information_ 
I 
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Table 28: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Effectiveness of Communication Mechanisms) 

Information Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Si9· Tukey Mean Tukey 
Giving Mean Dev. N = 19 N = 40 N = 20 N:= 11 N:= 10 Diff. Sig. 
Source: 2.13 1.27 1.94 2.55 1.29 2.09 2.56 .012** 2>3 1.25 .007* 
supervisor (1.11) (1.35) (0.47) (1.58) (1.24) 
Source: 2.72 1.49 3.13 2.18 3.40 3.27 2.22 .020** 
­
grapevine 
 (1.15) (1.49) (1.50) (1.42) (1.48) 
Source: Union 4.45 1.28 4.85 4.38 4.92 3.38 4.29 .057 3>4 1.55 .049** 
(0.55) (1.66) (0.49) (1.51) (0.76) 
Source: team 2.90 1.30 2.29 3.10 2.40 3.36 3.60 .024** ­
brief i(1.10) (1.26) (0.99) (1.36) (1.58) I 
Source: 2.61 1.05 2.39 2.58 2.69 2.73 2.89 .799 ­
newsletter 
 (1.04) (0.94) (1.01) (1.27) (1.36) 
Satisfaction 3.45 0.79 3.33 3.31 3.95 3.45 3.20 .026** 3>2 0.64 .023** 
with information (0.77) (0.77) (0.51) (0.82) (1.03) 
Change in 2.65 0.60 2.68 2.44 3.00 2.50 2.80 .017** 3>2 0.56 .010** 
information (0.48) (0.69) (0.00) (0.85) (0.42) 
P=<O.Ol 
Key; 1 Most important source of informationlevel of Information Change in level of information 
25 ;:; Ver:1 Satisfied 
4 =Satisfied 3 
3 =Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 - More information 4 
2 =Dissatisfied 2 - About the same 5 
1 = Very dissatisfied 1 - Less information 6 Least important source of information 
425 
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Table 29: Union Membership Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Effectiveness of Communication Mechanisms) 
Information Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 

Giving Mean deviation (1) (2) above Diff. Si9· 

(3) 
N =49 N = 16 N = 32 

Source: 2.13 1.26 2.12 1.21 2.61 .003* 1 > 2 0.90 .041** 

supervisor (1.24) (0.43) (1.34) 3>2 1.39 .002* 

Source: 2.72 1.49 2.86 3.38 2.21 .044** 2>3 1.17 .049** 

grapevine (1.44) (1.26) (1.55) 

Source: union 4.43 1.29 4.36 4.75 4.42 .749 ­
(1.27) (1.16) (1.43) 

Source: team 2.90 1.32 2.70 3.08 3.17 .340 ­
brief (1.30) (1.31 ) (1.34) 

Source: 2.63 1.06 2.49 2.77 2.80 .429 ­
newsletter ( 1.12) (0.93) (1.01) 

Satisfaction with 3.44 0.80 3.46 3.75 3.26 .130 ­
information (0.77) (0.58) (0.89) 

Change in 2.65 0.60 2.63 2.87 2.57 .291 ­
information (0.61) (0.52) (0.63) I I 

P=<O.Ol 
Key: 1 Most important source of informationLevel of Information Change in level of information 
25 = V~ Satisfied 
4 =Satisfied 3 
3 =Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 - More information 4 
2 = Dissatisfied 2 - About the same 5 I 
1 = Very dissatisfied 1 - Less information 6 Least important source of information J 
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Trust 4 
The following tables give details of the composition of respondents of each occupation, 
the department within which they work and their job tenure at the Trust. 
o f . the Trust 
1 Nursing 45% 1 
2 Admin / clerical 13% 2 
3 Management 5% 3 
4 PAMS 21% 4 
5 Other 15% 5 
1 Medical 
2 Maternity 
3 Child Health 
5 Surgical Services 
6 Diagnostic Imaging 
7 Oncology and Haematology 
9 NursinR and Patient Care 
10 Pathology 
11 Theatres and Anaesthetics 
12 Trauma and Orthopaedics 
13 Human and Corporate Resources 
15 i Other 
Lenath of 
-
Less than 1 year 8% 
1 - 2 years 12% 
2 - 5 years 22% 
5 -10 years 19% 
10 years or more 
-
39% 
7% 
16% 
8% 
13% 
5% 
5% 
14% 
1% 
13% 
12% I 
3% 
2% 
The nature of the employee relations climate is important to understand when examining 
whether partnership will be possible. Part of this picture will be painted by considering 
the character and extent of union membership at the Trust. 
The table below shows a breakdown of respondents by Trade Union Membership. 
1 
2 
3 
I Union member 
i Member of a professional body 
I None of the above 
61% 
25% 
14% 
~---
---­ - --­
The above table shows that the majority of respondents were members of a recognised 
trade union, and reflects the reasonably high numbers of union members at the Trust and 
the high density of union membership across the NHS. 
•~ 
~ 
11 
F 
I 
"
I 
~" 
I 
~ 
I 
~ 
~ 
• ~ 
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Appendix 0 - Questionnaire Results for Trust 4 (Statistical Tables) 
Appendix 01 
Table 30: Departmental Comparison: Partnership - Key Elements 
Partnership Awareness Mean Trust Consultation Respect Information 
(Std. Oev2 
Sample mean 1.77 2.69 2.71 2.59 2.87 
and Std. Dev. 0.42 0.96 1.02 0.98 1.04 
1 1.74 (0.45) 2.41 (1.18) 2.41 (1.30) 2.27 (1.12) 2.73 (1.39) 
2 1.72 (OA5) 2.57 (0.91) 2.70(1.03) 2.51 (0.89) 2.81 (0.93) 
3 1.88 (0.34) 2.84 (1.21) 2.75 (1.15) 2.83(1.11) 2.96 (1.23) 
5 1.73 (0.45} 2.79 (0.981 2.64 (0.88) 2.62 (0.96) 2.81 (1.10) 
6 1.78 (OA3) 2.41 (0.94) 2.53 (0.87) 2.41 (0.94) 2.65 (0.86) 
7 1.76 (0.44) 2.75 (0.77) 2.81 (0.91) 2.88 (0.72) 2.94 (1.00) 
9 1.73 (0.45) 3.07 (0.84) 3.13 (0.94) 2.98 (0.91) 3.24 (0.87) 
10 1.75 (0.50) 2.75 (0.50) 3.00 (0.00) 2.75 (0.50) 3.25 (0.96) 
11 1.88(0.33) 2.74 (1.04) 2.67 (1.11) 2.65 (1.13) 2.88 (1.05) 
12 1.90 (0.31) 2.32 (0.77) 2.37 (0.91) 2.03 (0.91) 2.53(1.01) 
13 1.38 (0.52) 3.13 (0.64) 2.37 (0.91) 3.00 (0.76) 3.13 (0.64) 
! 15 1.71 (OA9) 2.50 (1.05) 2.6711.21) 2.00 (1.10) 2.83(1.17) 
Sig. .100 . 045* .064 .002.... .306 
Tukey - 9> 12 9> 12 9> 12 ­
Mean Diff. 0.75 0.76 0.95 
Tukey Sig. .020* .031* .001* 
P =< 0.01 
Key:
-
Awareness Key Elements Job security: Current level Job Security: Change in level 

1 = Yes 1 = Poor 1 = Very insecure 1 = Not applicable 

2 = No 2= 2 = Fairly insecure 2 = less information 

..3= 3 = Fairly secure 3 = About the same 
4= 4 = very secure 4 = More information I 
5 = Very Well 
Job security 
3.29 

0.68 

3.22jO.80} 

3.25 (0.59) 

3.08 (0.91) 

3.34 (0.64) 

3.44 (0.51) 

3.29 (0.60) 

3.48 (0.65) 

3.75 (0.50) 

3.30 (0.71) 

3.28 (0.60) 

2.70 (0.95) 

3.00 (0.58) 

.067 

9> 13 

0.78 

.043* 

Any change? 
2.76 
0.89 
2.57 (0.90) 
2.66 (0.88) 
3.04 (0.81) 
2.70 (0.91) 
2.67 (0.91) 

3.0010.80) 

2.70 (1.02l 
3.25 (0.50) 
2.72 (0.88) 
2.87 (0.83) 
2.50 (0.85) 
3.29'(0.76) 

.424 

-
I 
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Table 31: Occupational Comparison: Partnership: Key Elements 
Partnership Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean Dev. N = 149 N =44 N = 16 N = 70 N = 50 Ditf. Sig. 

Trust 2.68 0.96 2.48 3.15 2.94 2.75 2.69 .001* 2> 1 0.67 .001* 

Mean (std. Oev.) (0.97) (0.83) (1.00) (0.85) (1.01 ) 

Consultation 2.71 1.02 2.55 2.95 3.06 2.89 2.59 .033** ­
(1.02) (0.96) (1.00) (0.95) (1.06) 

Respect 2.58 1.01 2.33 2.88 3.13 2.79 2.63 .000* 2> 1 0.54 .017* 

(1.03) (0.85) (1.02) (0.87) (1.03) 3> 1 0.79 .019* 
4>1 0.46 .016* 

Information 2.87 1.03 2.75 3.10 3.06 2.98 2.84 .242 ­
(1.12) (0.96) (0.77) (0.95) (0.99) 

Awareness 1.77 0.42 1.80 1.67 1.53 1.81 1.78 .058 ­
(DAD) (0.48) (0.52) (0.39) (0.42) 

Job security 3.28 0.69 3.28 3.14 3.00 3.44 3.30 .075 ­
(0.72) (0.67) (0.63) (0.67) (0.65) 

Any change? 2.76 0.89 2.78 2.73 2.50 2.74 2.88 .659 ­
(0.87) (1.04) (0.82) (0.98) (0.66) 

p = < 0.0 I 

Key: Occupations:~-
­Awareness Key Elements Job security: Current level Job Security: Change in level 1 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 
1 = Yes 1 = Poor 1 = Very insecure 1 = Not applicable 2 Admin. and clerical 
2 = No 2= 2 = Fairly insecure 2 = less information 3 Management
3= 3 = Fairly secure 3 = About the same 4 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 
4= 4 = very secure 4 = More information 5 Other 
5 = Very Well 
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Table 32: Union Membership Comparison: Partnership: Key Elements 
Partnership 
Trust 
Mean (Std. Dev.) 
Consultation 
Respect 
Information 
I Awareness 
Job security 
Any change? 
P=<O.OI 
Sample 
Mean 
2.68 
2.71 
2.58 
2.87 
1.78 
3.28 
2.77 
Standard 
deviation 
0.97 
1.02 
1.01 
1.04 
0.42 
0.69 
0.88 
TU member 
(1 ) 
N = 204 
2.58 
(0.95) 
2.62 
(1.03) 
2.47 
(1.01) 
2.73 
(1.06) 
1.80 
(0.40) 
3.27 
(0.67) 
2.77 
(0.85) 
Prof. Body 
(2) 
N = 82 
2.71 
(0.99) 
2.82 
(1.09) 
2.72 
(0.99) 
3.08 
(1.03) 
1.76 
(0.43) 
3.39 
(0.72) 
2.78 
(0.90) 
None of 
above 
(3) 
N = 45 
3.09 
(0.88) 
2.93 
(0.79) 
2.86 
(0.95) 
3.09 
(0.83) 
1.68 
(0.47) 
3.13 
(0.69) 
2.78 
(0.97) 
Sig. 
.006* 
.100 
.024** 
.014** 
.331 
.171 
.579 
Tukey 
3>1 
-
3> 1 
2> 1 
-
-
-
Mean 
Diff. 
0.51 
0.40 
0.34 
Tukey 
Sig. 
.004* 
.047* 
.035* 
I 
I 
I 
Key:
-Awareness 
1 =Yes 
2 =No 
Key Elements 
1 =Poor 
2= 
3= 
4= 
5 =Very Well 
Job security: Current level 
1 = Very insecure 
2 = Fairly insecure 
3 = Fairly secure 
4 = very secure 
Job Security: Change in level 
1 = Not applicable 
2 =less information 
3 =About the same 
4 = More information 
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Appendix 04 
Table 33: Occupational Comparison: The State of the Employment Relationship 
ER climate Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 

Mean Dev. N =149 N = 44 N =16 N =70 N =50 Diff. Sig. 

Co-operation 2.08 0.52 2.04 2.04 2.36 2.03 2.23 .070 ­
Mean (Std. Dev.J (0.50) (0.45) (O.50) (O.52) (0.58) 

Attitude to union 2.18 0.61 2.14 2.11 2.47 2.18 2.26 .299 ­
(0.56) (0.58) (0.64) (0.66) (0.66) 

Dual loyalty 1 2.96 1.01 2.96 3.21 2.93 2.94 2.80 .414 ­
(1.03) (0.81) (1.14) (0.92) (1.21) 

Dual loyalty 2 2.73 1.00 2.77 2.71 2.50 2.75 2.69 .881 ­
(0.99) (0.84) (1.26) (0.96) (1.13) 

Union style 3.14 1.91 2.98 2.76 3.44 3.54 3.25 .217 ­
(1.92) (1.91) (1.97) (1.84) (1.93) 

Trust to keep 2.55 0.77 2.44 2.88 3.00 2.56 2.47 .002* 2>1 0.44 .008* 

promises (0.77) (0.71) (0.73) (0.63) (O.94) 3> 1 0.56 .040* 

P =< 0.01 
Key·
- - - wi ­
ER Climate Attitude to Union Trust in organisation Dual Loyalty Union Style 

3 = Very co-operative. 3 =In favour 1 = Not at all 5 =Agree strongly 5 =Co-operative 

2 =Sometimes co-operative. 2 =Neutral 2 =Only a little 4 = Agree slightly 4 =Militant 

1 = Not co-operative. 1 =Not in favour 3 =Somewhat 3 =Neither agree nor disagree 3 =Hostile 
4 - A lot 2 - Disagree slightly 2 = Other 
1 =Disagree strongly 1 = Don't know I No view 
I 
Occupations·
­
1 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 
2 Admin. and clerical 
3 Management 

4 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 

5 Other 431 
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Table 34: Union Membership Comparison: The State of the Employment Relationship 
ERclimate Sample Standard TU member Prof. Body None of Sig. Tukey 
Mean deviation (1 ) (2) above 
(3) 
N = 204 N = 82 N = 45 
Co-operation 2.08 0.51 2.07 2.04 2.19 .422 -
Mean (Std. Dev.) (0.50) (0.56) (0.47) 
Attitude to union 2.19 0.61 2.15 2.23 2.32 .255 -
(0.59) {0.65) (0.59) 
Dual loyalty 1 2.95 1.01 2.91 3.06 2.93 .545 
-
(1.01 ) (1.02) (0.96) 
Dual loyalty 2 2.74 1.00 2.73 2.68 2.86 .658 -
(1.00) (1.07) JO.81) 
Trust to keep 2.55 0.77 2.47 2.59 2.82 .033** 3>1 
promises (0.79) (0.65) (0.81) 
Union style 3.13 1.91 3.18 3.37 2.39 .030** 2>3 
(1.92) (1.88) (1.84) 
p = < 0.01 
Key: 

ER Climate Attitude to Union Trust in organisation Dual Loyalty 

3 =Very co-operative. 3 =In favour 1 = Not at all 5 =Agree strongly 
2 = Sometimes co-operative. 2 =Neutral 2 =Only a little 4 =AQree sliQhtly 
1 =Not co-operative. 1 =Not in favour 3 =Somewhat 3 =Neither aQree nor disaqree 
4 =A lot 	 2 =Disagree slightly 
1 =Disagree strongly 
Mean Tukey 
Diff. Sig. 
. 
i 
0.35 .014* 
0.97 .027* 
Union Style 
-
5 =Co-operative 

4 =Militant 

3 = Hostile 

2 =Other 

1 =Don't know I No view 
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Table 35: Departmental Comparison: Managing the Employment Relationship 
Management Views Finds out Know little Trivial items 

Staff Forum represented what goes about it dealt with 

Mean (Std. Oev.) on 

Sample mean 3.13 2.77 3.75 2.96 

and Std. Dev. 1.01 1.20 1.30 0.70 

1 3.27 (1.10) 2.53 (1.30) 4.00 (1.28) 2.79 (0.70) 
2 3.33 (0.87) 2.78 (1.21) 3.91 (1.13) 2.94 (0.79) 

3 3.16(1.07) 2.95 (1.08) 3.40 (1.47) 2.82 (0.73) 

5 3.09 (1.31) 2.69 (1.20) 3.97 (1.22) 3.00. (0.69) 
6 3.00 (0.58) 2.54 (1.27) 3.58 (1.38) 3.08 (0.79) Key: 

7 3.4610.66) 2.47 (1.25) 4.20 (1.15) 3.00 (0.89) 

Effectiveness of I 
I9 2.82 (1.00) 2.76 (1.18) 3.76 (1.38) 2.88 (0.481 Management Staff 10 2.75 (1.26) 3.50 (1.29) 2.75 (1.71) 3.25 (1.26) Structure11 3.52 (0.99) 3.03 (1.24) 3.84(1.21) 3.1510.78) 1 = Strongly disagree 12 3.04 (0.69) 2.50 (1.06) 3.76 (1.28) 2.96 (0.47) , 
2 = Disagree13 2.86 (0.90) 3.38 (1.30) 2.63(1.19) 2.88 (0.64) 
3 =Neither Agree nor 15 1.83 (0.98) 3.17 (1.47) 2.50 (1.64) 2.83 (0.98) disagreeSig. .020** .596 .044** .915 4 = AgreeTukey 2> 15 - - ­
I 5 =Strongly agree 7> 15 

11 > 15 
 I 
Mean Diff. 1.50 
1.63 
1.68 

Tukey Sig. 0.29* 

.042* 

, .009* 

p = < 0.01 
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Table 36: Departmental Comparison: Union Effectiveness 
Union Take notice of Taken Make a Satisfaction 
effectiveness members seriously difference with union 
Mean (Std. Oev.) 
Sample mean 3.73 3.42 3.28 3.21 
and Std. Dev. 1.00 1.03 1.02 0.84 
1 3.45 (1.30) 3.24 (1.14) 3.09 (1.27) 3.20 (1.06) Key:
2 3.98 (0.86) 3.47 (1.02) 3.34 (0.87) 3.45 (0.70) 
3 3.75 (0.85) 3.29 (1.00) 2.91 (1.04) 3.32 (0.95) 
"­
5 3.55 (0.97) 3.51 (1.00) 3.38 (1.03) 3.09 (0.89) 
6 3.94 (0.83) 2.88 (1.17) 3.65 (0.86) 3.59 (0.94) 
7 3.50 (1.03) 3.25 (1.00) 3.44 (0.96) 2.88 (0.72) 
9 3.83 (1.04) 3.76 (0.85) 3.38 (0.98) 3.30 (0.82) 
10 4.25 (0.96) 4.25 (0.96) 4.25 (0.50) 3.25 (0.50) 
11 3.57 (l.15) 3.31 (1.05) 3.17 (1.05) 2.92 (0.69) 
12 3.68 (0.98) 3.29 (1.12) 3.09 (1.11) 3.11 (0.83) 
13 4.00 (0.71) 3.78 (0.44) 3.33 (1.00) 3.17 (0.41) 
15 4.00 (0.89) 3.33 (1.51) 3.17 (0.98) 3.40 (1.14) 
Sig. .411 .128 .313 .979 
I 	 Tukey - - - - I 
Mean Diff. 
Tukey Sig. I 
P=<O.OI 
... 
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Table 37: Occupational Comparison: Union Effectiveness 
Union Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
effectiveness Mean Dev. N = 149 N =44 N = 16 N = 70 N = 50 Diff. Sig. 
Take notice of 3.73 1.00 3.65 3.85 4.25 3.82 3.59 .120 ­
members (1.05) (0.83) (0.77) (0.95) (1.05) 
Taken seriously 3.42 1.03 3.36 3.36 4.13 3.40 3.42 .088 3> 1 0.76 .040* I(1.02) (1.06) (0.72) (1.04) (1.08) 

Make a 3.28 1.02 3.14 3.52 3.69 3.37 3.25 .106 ­
difference (1.09) (0.76) (0.95) (0.95) (1.01) 

Satisfaction with 3.21 0.84 3.17 3.08 3.27 3.46 3.06 .077 ­ I 
union (0.85) (0.84) (1.01) (0.79) (0.76) 
P=<O.Ol 
Key Occupations 
Union effectiveness 
II 1 NursinQ (qualified and unqualified) 1 = Strongly disagree r2 Admin. and clerical I2 = Disagree r 3 Manaqement3 = Neither Al}ree nor disagree 14 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 4 =Agree 15 Other5 = Strongly: agree 
­
~ 
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Table 38: Union Membership Comparison: Union Effectiveness 
Union effectiveness Sample Standard TU Prof. 
Mean deviation member Body 
(1) (2) 
N=204 N= 82 
Take notice of 3.73 1.00 3.66 3.99 
members (1.04) (0.83) 
Taken seriollsly 3.42 1.03 3.38 3.46 
(1.07) (0.98) 
Make a difference 3.28 l.02 3.24 3.41 
(1.08) (0.90) 
Satisfaction with 3.21 0.83 3.18 3.47 
UnIon (0.80) (0.84) 
P=<O.Ol 
Key: 
Union Effectiveness 
1 = Strongly disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neither Agree nor disagree 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly agree 
None of 
above 
(3) 
N=45 
3.51 
(l.05) 
3.50 
(0.95) 
3.21 
(0.95) 
2.72 
(0.75) 
Sig. 
.028** 
.413 
.564 
.000* 
Tukey 
2> 1 
2>3 
-
-
2>1 
1>3 
2>3 
Mean 
Diff. 
Tukey 
Sig. 
0.33 
0.47 
.038* 
.039* 
0.29 
0.46 
0.97 
.029* 
.014* 
.027* 
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Table 39: Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Effectiveness of Communication 
Mechanisms) 
1 Most 
important 
source of 
Information 
Giving 
Source: 
supervisor 
Source: 
grapevine 
Source: 
Union 
Source: 
team brief 
Source: 
newsletter 
Satisfaction 
with 
Change in 
information 2 
infonnation 
Mean (Std. Dev.) information 3 
Sample 2.07 2.75 4.42 2.63 2.50 3.27 3.20 4 
mean 
and Std. Dev. 
1 
2 
1.21 
2.12 (1.32) 
2.09 (1.32) 
1.39 
2.44 (1.46) 
3.13 (1.33) 
1.15 
4.21 (1.25} 
4.33 (1.29) 
1.15 
3.00 (1.11) 
2.80 (1.08) 
1.10 
2.44 (0.98) 
2.16 (0.90) 
0.76 
3.09 (0.81) 
3.35 (0.77) 
0.86 
2.29 (0.77) 
2.55 (0.50) 
5 
6 Least 
important 
3 1.91 J1.19) 2.35D·22) 4.36 (1.29) 2.73 (1.49) 2.33 (1.03) 3.08 (0.70) 2.33 (0.66) source of 
5 2.15 (1.33) 2.69 (1.56) 4.74 (0.86) 2.93 (1.08) 2.21 (0.99) 3.33 (0.89) 2.41 (0.72) information 
6 2.13 (0.89) 2.88(1.45) 4.50 (1.00) 2.44 (1.09) 2.44 (1.21) 3.00 (0.49) 2.38 (0.72) 
7 1.80 (0.86) 2.71 (1.38) 4.56 (1.4ZL 2.69 (1.18) 3.00 (1.00) 3.47 (0.72) 2.59 (0.62) Level of 
9 2.02 (1.18) 3.00 (1.21) 4.28 (1.19) 2.12 (1.05) 3.05 (1.26) 3.48 (0.71) 2.38 (0.59) Information 
10 
11 
12 
13 
15 
Sig. 
Tukey 
2.50 (0.71) 
2.36 (1.31) 
1.78 (1.04) 
2.38{1.51) 
2.00(1.41) 
.870 
-
3.00 (-) 
2.47 (1.48) 
2.76 (1.43) 
2.00 (1.15) 
2.50 (1.22) 
.466 
-
3.00 (-) 
4.27 (1.32) 
4.40 (1.04) 
5.00 (0.00) 
5.25 (0.50) 
.633 
-
2.25 (1.89) 
2.49 (1.15) 
2.72 (1.25) 
3.00 (0.76) 
3.00 (1.83) 
.. 153 
-
1.50 (0.71) 
2.47 (1.13) 
2.58 (1.18) 
3.13 (0.83) 
2.00 (0.00) 
.004** 
9>2 
4.00 (0.82) 
3.14 (0.781 
3.11 (0.66) 
3.44 (0.73) 
3.43 (0.79) 
0.78 
-
3.00 (0.00) 
2.44 (0.63) 
2.31 (0.71) 
2.56 (0.73) 
2.67 (0.52) 
.522 
-
5 
4 
3 
2 
Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 
9>5 1 Very 
Mean Dift. 0.89 dissatisfied 
I 
L 0.84 
I Tukey Sig. .006* Change in 
.028* level of 
information 
p = < 0.01 3 More 
information 
2 About the I 
same 
1 Less 
information 
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Table 40: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Effectiveness of Communication 
Mechanisms) 
Information Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Giving Mean Dev. N = 149 N =44 N = 16 N = 70 N = 50 oiff. Sig. 
Source: 2.08 1.21 2.02 2.22 1.86 1.98 2.38 .394 -
supervisor (1.22) (1.21 ) (1.29) (1.06) (1.35) 
Source: 2.74 1.39 2.71 2.59 2.69 2.89 2.72 .882 -
grapevine (1.38) (1.46) (1.49) (1.32) (1.43L 
Source: Union 4.42 1.16 4.52 4.60 5.20 4.21 4.22 .196 -
(1.07) (1.05) (0.45) (1.29) (1.26J 
Source: team 2.63 1.73 2.84 2.61 2.62 2.25 2.58 .038** 1 > 4 0.59 .013* 
brief ( 1.16) (1.20) (0.96) (1.13) (1.21 ) 
Source: 2.51 1.10 2.46 2.27 2.08 3.02 2.31 .001* 4>1 0.56 .011* 
newsletter (1.08) (0.90) (0.86) (1.21) (1.06) 4>2 0.75 .009* 
4>3 0.94 .037* 
4>5 0.71 .009* 
Satisfaction with 3.27 0.76 3.18 3.40 3.56 3.32 3.24 .214 -
information (0.82) (0.73) (0.73) (0.68) (0.72) 
Change in 2.42 0.65 2.40 2.47 2.67 2.38 2.42 .602 -
information (0.66) (0.65) (0.62) (0.64) (0.62) 
p = < 0.01 
t'\ey: 1 Most important source of informationLevel of Information Change in level of information 
25 =Very Satisfied 
4 = Satisfied 3 
3 =Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 = More information 4 
I 2 =Dissatisfied 2 =About the same 5 
1 = Very dissatisfied 1 - Less information 6 ~east imp()t!.ant s()ll!Ce_ ofinloQnati()n__ 
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Table 41: Union Membership: Extent of Staff Involvement (Effectiveness of Communication Mechanisms) 

1 Most important source of information 
Information 
Giving 
Sample 
Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
TU 
member 
Prof. 
Body 
None of 
above 
Sig. Tukey Mean 
Diff. 
Tukey 
Sig. 
(1) (2) (3) 
N=204 N=82 N=45 
Source: 2.07 1.21 2.07 2.03 2.19 .775 -
supervisor (1.24) (1.11) (1.28) 
Source: grapevine 2.74 1.39 2.78 2.73 2.54 .643 -
(1.39) (1.34) (1.48) 
Source: union 4.42 1.15 4.42 4.37 4.52 .907 -
( 1.19) (1.11) (1.08) 
Source: team 2.64 1.17 2.76 2.33 2.66 .084 1>2 0.43 .028* 
brief (1.17) ( 1.12) (1. 14) 
Source: 2.51 1.10 2.44 2.67 2.49 .211 -
newsletter (1.09) (1.13) (1.07) 
Satisfaction with 3.26 0.76 3.23 3.28 3.36 .259 -
intormation (0.77) (0.76) (0.75) 
Change in 2.42 0.65 2.43 2.40 2.44 .813 -
information (0.64) (0.69) (0.64) 
P=<O.Ol 
I"\ey: 
Level of Information Change in level of information 
25 =Very Satisfied 
4 =Satisfied 3 
3 =Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 =More information 4 
2 =Dissatisfied 2 = About the same 5 
1 =Very dissatisfied 1 - Less information 6 Least important source of information 
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Table 42: Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Participation on the Job) 

Involvement I How job Influence job Workgroup Decisions Superiors Satisfaction 
Participation performed Decisions affect job receptivity with influence 
Sample mean 3.78 3.71 3.25 2.98 3.34 2.88 
- Key: 
and Std. Dev. 1.01 0.96 0.96 1.08 1.11 0.82 
1 3.36 (1.091 3.32 (0.72) 2.95 (0.90) 2.32 (1.04) 3.09 (1.11) 2.50 (0.74) Partici pation 
2 3.75 (1.01) 3.71 (0.91) 3.21 (0.96) 3.02 (1.04) 3.10 (1.11) 2.98 (0.85) 5 =A great deal 
3 3.56 (1.08) 3.40 (1.04) 3.00 (0.87) 2.76 (1.01) 3.16 (0.90) 2.83 (0.89) 4 =Quite a lot 
5 4.26 (0.66) 3.95 (0.87) 3.49 (0.96) 3.37 (1.05) 3.77 (1.04) 3.03 (0.83) 3 =An average 
6 3.00 (1.28) 3.2211.00) 3.06 (0.94) 2.56 (1.15) 2.72(1.071 2.81 (0.83) amount 
7 4.29 (0.591 4.12 (0.70) 3.81 (0.54) 3.53 (0.80) 4.00 (1.06) 2.81 (0.75) 2 = Too little 
9 4.04 (0.87) 3.96 (0.90) 3.38 (0.96) 3.23 (1.06) 3.65 (1.12) 3.04 (0.78) 1 = Far too little 
10 4.50 (1.00) 4.00 (0.82) 3.75 (0.50) 3.25 (0.96) 3.75 (0.50) 3.00 (0.82) Involvement 
11 3.58 (1.01) 3.72 (0.88) 3.14 (0.97) 2.77 (0.97) 3.26 (1.00) 2.88 (0.82) 5 = Very Satisfied 
12 3.71 (1.01) 3.53 (1.18) 3.15 (1.01) 2.80 (1.15) 3.05 (1.13) 2.59 (0.78) 4 =Satisfied 
13 3.40 (1.07) 3.80 (1.23) 3.10 (1.10) 2.90 (1.10) 3.30 (1.25) 3.10 (0.88) 3 = Neither 
15 3.71 (1.11) 3.71 (1.11) 3.29 (1.50) 3.57 (1.13) 3.57 (1.40) 3.17 (0.98) satisfied nor 
I Sig. .000* .024* .145 .001** .001** .201 dissatisfied 
I Tukey 5 > 1 - - 5> 1 5>6 - 2 =Dissatisfied 
, 5>6 7> 1 7>6 1 = Very 
7>6 9> 1 dissatisfied 
9>6 
Mean Diff. 	 0.89 1.05 1.05 

1,26 1.21 1.28 

1.29 	 0.91 
1.04 	 I 
!Tukey Sig. 	 .024* .008* .030* 

.000* .019* .026* 

.005* .038* 

.006* 

P=<O.Ol 
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Table 43: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement (Participation on the Job) 
Participation Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean Dev. N =149 N =44 N:;: 16 N =70 N =50 Diff. Sig. 
How job 3.78 1.01 3.69 3.93 4.19 3.79 3.73 .309 ­
performed (1.04) (0.90) (0.75) (1,05) (1,02) 
Influence job 3,71 0.96 3.54 3,86 4,69 3.71 3,73 .000* 3> 1 1,15 .000* 
Decisions (0.95) (0.90) (0.60) (0.90) (1.04) 3>2 0,82 .022* 
3>4 0,97 .002* 
3>5 0.95 .004* 
Workgroup 3,24 0.96 3.14 3.20 3.94 3,33 3,24 .028* 3> 1 0,80 .013* I 
(0.91) (1.05) (0.93) (0,86) (1.09J 
Decisions affect 2,98 1.08 2.75 3.23 3.69 2,97 3.24 .001* 3> 1 0.94 .007* 
job (1,03) (1.08) (0.87) (1.02) ( 1.16) 5>1 0.50 .035* 
Superiors 3.34 1.11 3.17 3.43 3.88 3.37 3,53 ,063 ­
receptivity (1.07) (1.07) (1.15) (1,17) (1.14) 

I Satisfaction with 2.88 0,83 2,76 3.10 3.44 2.82 2,93 .008* 3>1 0.68 .015* 

influence (0,84) (0.62) (0.73) (0,84) (0.85) 

p = < 0.01 

Key'
# OccupationsParticipation Involvement 
5 = A great deal 5 = Very Satisfied 
4 = Quite a lot 4 = Satisfied 1 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 
: 3 = An average amount 3 = Neither satisfied nor 2 Admin. and clerical 
dissatisfied 3 Mana~ement 
2 = Too little 2 = Dissatisfied Allied Health Professional (AHP) ~ 
1 = Far too little 1 = Very dissatisfied 
'-
5 Other 
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Table 44: Departmental Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management 
Effectiveness on Consultation) 
Management Style Ask views: Ask: staffing Ask: change to Ask: pay Ask: H&S 
Effectiveness Mean (Std. Dev.) future plans issues practices issues 
Sample mean 3.04 2.69 2.21 2.83 1.88 2.63 
and Std. Dev. 0.95 0.90 0.95 0.85 0.88 0.88 
1 3.41 (0.87) 2.36 (0.90) 1.91 (0.87) 2.73 (0.88) 1.73 (0.94) 2.50 (1.06) 
2 3.18 (0.81) 2.80 (0.85) 2.27 (0.90) 2.92 (0.80) 1.94 (0.83) 2.73 (0.87) 
3 3.13 (1.03) 2.54 (0.93) 2.00 (1.06) 2.54 (0.93J 1.61 JO.89) 2.57 (0.90) 
5 2.67 (1.07) 2.57 (0.97) 1.86 (0.78) 2.65 (0.92) 1.70l0.83} 2.37 (0.98) 
6 3.50 (0.79) 2.50 (0.86) 2.39 (0.92:) 2.83 (0.86) 2.22 (1.00) 2.44 (0.78) 
7 2.88 (1.17) 3.06 (0.75) 2.29 (1.05) 2.94 (0.75) 2.12 (0.78) 2.88 (1.05) 
9 2.87 (0.89) 2.94 (0.64) 2.60 (0.85) 3.13 (0.65) 2.15 (0.81) 2.81 (0.80) 
10 3.25 (0.50) 2.50 (0.58) 1.25 (0.50) 2.50 (0.58) 1.75 (0.96) 3.00 (0.82) 
11 3.00 (1.04) 2.64 (0.93) 2.14 (1.07) 2.79 (0.90) 1.70 (0.81) 2.71 (0.83) 
12 3.11 (0.90) 2.66 (1.05) 2.32 (0.96) 2.74 (0.86) 1.79 (0.84) 2.53 (0.69) 
13 2.88 (0.83) 2.60 (1.07) 2.30 (1.06) 2.70 (1.06) 2.20 (1.14) 2.30 (0.95) 
15 2.83 (0.75) 3.00 (1.00) 2.29 (1.11) 3.43 (0.79) 1.88 (1.21) 3.00 (0.82) 
Sig. .144 .246 .018** .118 0.98 .270 
Tukel - - - - - -
Mean Ditt. 
Tukey Sig. 
P=<O.Ol 
Key:
- Management Style Frequency of consultation I 
5 Very democratic 
4 4 Frequently 
3 3 Sometimes 
2 2 Hardly ever 
1 Not very democratic 1 Never 
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Table 44 continued ... 
Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues: Management Effectiveness on Consultation. 
Management Keeps you up-to- Gives Responds to Deals Treats 
Effectiveness date chance to suggestions employee employees 
comment problems fairly 
Sample mean 3.21 2.92 2.86 3.20 3.43 
and Std. Dev. 0.95 1.00 0.92 0.98 1.03 
I 3.09 (0.92) 2.45 (1. J0) 2.59 (0.96) 2.95 (1.17) 3.09 (1.15) 
2 3.40 (0.90) 3.18 (1.02) 2.94 (0.98) 3.42 (0.86) 3.41 (0.90) Key: 
3 2.84 (0.99) 2.64 (0.91) 2.64 (0.76) 2.84 (0.85) 2.88 (1.01) 
5 3.09 (0.98) 2.77 (1.10) 2.77 (1.01) 3.00 (1.06) 3.37 (1.07) ConsuItation 
6 
7 
9 
10 
3.00 (0.97) 
3.00(1.12) 
3.62 (0.80) 
3.00 (1.15) 
2.83 (0.92) 
3.18 (1.07) 
3.21 (0.86) 
2.75 (0.50) 
2.83 (0.86) 
3.24 (1.03) 
3.00 (0.88) 
3.00 (0.82) 
2.67 (0.91) 
3.56 (0.89) 
3.45 (0.90) 
3.25 (0.50) 
2.94 (1.11) 
3.41 (1.00) 
3.60 (1.01) 
3.25 (0.96) 
5 
4 
3 
2 
Very good 
Good 
Neither good 
nor poor 
Poor 
11 3.12 (0.86) 2.88 (0.99) 2.98 (0.87) 3.36 (0.88) 3.41 (1.00) 1 Very (Joor 
12 3.16 (0.97) 2.74 (0.92) 2.66 (0.88) 3.00 (1.09) 3.00 (1.12) 
13 2.90 (0.74) 3.00 (0.94) 2.90 (0.74) 3.20 (0.79) 3.10 (0.88) 
15 3.86 (1.07) 3.29 (1.25) 3.00 (1.15) 3.71 (1.38) 3.43 (0.79) 
Sig. .020** .063 .462 .011** .129 
Tukey 9>3 - - - -
Mean Diff. 0.78 i 
Tukey Sig. .038* 
p = < 0.01 
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Table 45: Occupational Comparison: Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness 
on Consultation) 
Consultation Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Mean Dev. N =149 N =44 N = 16 N =70 N =50 Diff. Sig. 
Style 3.03 0.95 3.07 2.91 2.69 3.11 3.04 .522 -
Mean (Std. Dev.) (0.94) (0.87) (1.14) (0.96) (0.97) 
Ask views: future 2.69 0.90 2.60 2.64 2.75 2.90 2.69 .249 -
plans JO.96) (0.97) (0.86) (0.73) (0.85) 
Ask: staffing 2.21 0.95 2.02 2.16 2.56 2.49 2.27 .006* 4>1 0.47 .006* 
issues (0.92) (1.01) .(0.96t _(0.90} (0.98) I 
Ask: change to 2.83 0.85 2.70 2.73 3.13 3.07 2.83 .021** 4>1 0.37 .023* 
practices (0.90) (0.90) (0.72) (0.67) JO.86) 
I Ask: pay issues 1.88 0.88 1.72 1.88 2.31 2.17 1.79 .001* 4> 1 0.46 .003'" 
(0.83) (0.82) (1.08) (0.84) (0.90) 
Ask: H&S 2.63 0.88 2.56 2.72 2.69 2.75 2.54 .496 
(0.91 ) (0.96) (0.70) (0.85) (0.80) 
P=<O.Ol 
Occupations
Key:
-
Management Style Frequency of consultation 1 Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 5 Very democratic 2 Admin. and clerical 
4 4 Freguently 3 Management3 3 Sometimes 4 Allied Health Professional (AHP) 2 Hardly ever ~ 5 Other1 Not very democratic 1 Never 
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Table 45 Continued ... 

Extent of Staff Involvement on wider issues (Management Effectiveness on Consultation) 

._-"-'---'.--.--'­
Management Sample Std. 1 2 3 4 5 Sig. Tukey Mean Tukey 
Effectiveness Mean Dev. N:::; 149 N = 44 N:= 16 N = 70 N = 50 Diff. SiQ. 
Keeps you up-to­ 3.21 0.95 3.08 3.25 3.50 3.38 3.19 .175 -
date (1.00) (0.84) (0.73) (0.93) (0.94) 
Gives chance to 2.91 1.00 2.74 3.14 2.94 3.04 3.04 .072 -
comment (1.03) (0.98) (0.85) (0.86) ( 1.13) 
Responds to 2.86 0.91 2.74 3.25 2.81 2.93 2.81 .024** 2> 1 0.51 .010* 
suggestions (0.92) (0.75) (0.75) (0.90) (1.02) 
Deals employee 3.19 0.98 3.07 3.55 3.63 3.28 2.94 .005* 2> 1 0.48 .035* 
-
I2foblems (1.03) (0.93) (0.89) (0.91) (0.87) 2>5 0.61 .023* 
Treats 3.28 1.03 3.13 3.36 3.50 3.59 3.13 .020** 4 >1 0.46 .017* 
employees fairly (1.06) (0.97) (1.32) (0.88) (0.99) 
P=<O.Ol 
Key: Occupations 
5 
Consultation 
Very good 
i 1 
2 
Nursing (qualified and unqualified) 
Admin. and clerical 
4 
3 
2 
Good 
Neither good nor poor 
Poor 
3 
4 
5 
Management 
Allied Health Professional (AHP) 
Other 
1 Very poor 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Kcv:D
____-",__~_-:r'_'_:_:'_'~_::"~'-=: ________________________ 
Medical Services 6 Diagnostic Imaging 11 Theatres and Anesthetics 
r:-----···-------­ - . 
Maternity, Gynecology & Reproductive Health 7 Oncology & Hematology 12 Trauma and Orthopedics 
\ 
i 
-=­ -Chifd Health 8 Estates and Facilities 13 Human and Corporate Resources 
Mental Health 9 Nursing and Patient Services 14 Finance and Performance 
Surgical Services 10 Pathology 15 Other 
- ------_.__.­
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Appendix P - Cross-Case Analysis 
Table 7.1: Cross case analyses - Key features of each Trust. 
Cases Nature of Trust Employee Relations Drivers to partnership 
(Existing structures (Readiness for and 
and nature of the commitment to partnership) 
relationship) Level of 
union involvement. 
Trust 1 	 Trust status Huge amount of Appears to be substantial 
1993 (delay change experienced common understanding at 
before between 2000 and Trust level. 
recognised all 2002. • Not yet become part of (Small) main unions). • 	 New chief executive culture. 
- director level • Commitment to staff 
• 	 2 star (2001, changes to follow involvement I partnership 
2002,2003, (inc!. HR and on paper - confidence from 
and 2004). assistant Director). both sides this will be 
• General perception delivered but needs to be 
2400 staff, 461 of employee demonstrated by action. • 
beds on 1 site. relations -	 Member of TUC•
reasonable. Partnership Institute ­
Trust Staff Council. ascribe to principles. • 
• 	 Opportunities for 
union involvement in Drivers: 
working parties. • 	 Communication breakdown 
- realisation need to 
develop relationships I 
communication. 
• 	 Government policy 
• 	 Enthusiastic individuals 
driving changes. 
Unions demanding • 
changes. 
Trust 2 • Trust status • ER is developing, • Partnership - reasonable 
Steps taken to develop 

partnership 

(and Progress) 

• 	 Management instigated. 
Unions involved from the 
beginning in the 
partnership discussions. 
• 	 Formalisation: recognition 
of need to have written 
statements. 
• 	 Staff Involvement group (sub-group of Trust staff 
council 
- Audit current situation 
- Develop policy I staff 
charter. 
Developing communication • 
mechan isms. 
• 	 Away day planned to 
improve relationships. 
Union representatives • 
Barriers 
• 	 Lack of skills I 
experience of 
both managers 
and local 
representatives 
• 	 Not enough 
union 
representatives 
. The staff-side 
is stretched 
and not as 
active as it 
wants to be or 
could be). 
I
• 	 Lack of I 
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1993 and there have been level of understanding. involved from the strategic 

(large) • Always some further • A stated commitment but beginning. thinking re: 

recognised all improvements there was reservation partnership. 
main unions. recently. whether this will be • Management Staff Forum 
3 star Trust • HR Director - not delivered. (MSF) Review Group (Sub- • Old• (2001, 2002, HR specialist, also group) - improving existing management 
and 2003). chief nurse. Drivers: structures. Such as style (Culture 
• 	 5, 800 staff and • Lots of assistant HR • Government policy. communication channels change 
and earlier union needed?).1,200 beds Directors. • Full time union officer 
 involvement
over at least 2 • Management Staff recognised the need to 
sites. Forum -less develop existing structures • Union 
Query over HR confrontational and and instigated discussion. • Informal discussions at effectiveness.• MSF re: partnership, (union capacity Function. uses spin off groups. Communication systems • 
• • 	
andNo full time Modernisation well developed but BUT coherence).specialist HR Forum - proactive I concerns regarding 
Director. developed. overload - need to improve • Lack of formal policy 
their effectiveness. statements. • HR Director 
• High staff 
turnover in • Breakdown of 	 believed staff-
personnel can communication between • Disjointed activity. 	 side not ready for partnership. senior management and cause 
instability. other levels in the 
organisation. • Grass roots 
level 
partnership 
needs to be 
developed ­
raise profile 
and importance 
of the union 
Trust 3 • Trust status • Very good • Trust embraced • Relationships have evolved • Union \ 
1993. relationships - partnership. over time, long standing effectiveness: 
mutual respect but • Top management - strong people in personnel. - Lack of skills I I(small) 
• All main unions some teething commitment to Trust and its 	 experience 
recognised 	 problems. staff - progressive. • New HR Director - Time off (managers I 
448 
• 3 star (2001) 2 
star (2002), 3 
• Joint Management 
Staff Council chief 
executive chairs it 
• Union leaders no doubt 
about management's 
commitment (time spent) ­
revamped Staff 
Involvement Group (unions 
involved). 
unaware of 
importance of 
releasing union 
star (2003), 2 
star (2004). 
• Joint working with 
less agreement amongst 
the lay representatives. 
• Partnership is seen in its 
• Staff Involvement policy I 
partnership agreement 
-
reps. 
Getting 
information. 
• 2, 500 staff, 
532 beds at 1 
unions on policies. widest sense between 
management and staff. 
developed - joint 
commitments developed • New secretary 
• 
site. 
New Chief 
Executive and 
• Appears to be a good 
common understanding of 
what partnership means in 
basic terms. 
(1999). 
• Away day organised to 
develop relationships 
and chair for 
staff side that 
are proactive, 
but not involved 
HR Director in further. in drawing up 
last 3 years 
(between 1999 
and 2002). 
Drivers: 
• Government policy 
• New HR Director. 
• Committed chief executive. 
(No third party 
involvement) . 
Staff 
Involvement 
policy I 
partnership 
agreement. 
Previous 
representatives 
were not very 
effective, 
therefore there 
was no 
continuation. 
Trust 4 • Trust status • Always recognised • Board level openness • Informal discussions at the • Union 
(medium) 
1993 trade unions. 
• Trust's strategy follows 
Joint Staff Negotiating 
Group (JSNG) about where 
-
effectiveness: 
Lack of skills f 
• All main unions 
recognised. 
• ER climate is 
reasonable. 
NHS plan - Partnership 
seen as between Trust and 
other NHS organisations 
relationships were going 
(union involved). -
training I time. 
Not enough 
representatives 
• 2 star (2001) 1 
star (2002), 2 
star (2003). 
• Joint Staff 
Negotiating Group 
(JSNG) - calm, but 
not dynamic and_l()ts ___ . 
not necessarily including 
the unions (Chief 
Executive) 
- - -­ -­
• Trade union convenor post 
paid for by the Trust. 
• Staff Involvement policy­
- Not organised 
- needed a 
coherent 
449 
• 	 3, 500 staff, 
800 beds on 
one site. 
• 	 Subject to 
same changes 
as all Trusts. 
of agreement about 
what needs to 
happen. 
• 	 All policies go to the 
JSNG for unions to 
comment on (doesn't 
always lead to 
change) and some 
developed jointly. 
III 	 Communication and 
project management 
principles (team 
working) central to 
HR approach (a 
communications 
strategy and 
employee forum 
exists). 
• 	 Despite this part-time 
convenor with a union seat 
on the board (no voting 
rights). 
• 	 HR team committed. 
• 	 HR Director collaborative 
working style - lead by 
example. (Leadership key 
to demonstrating 
commitment). 
• 	 Demonstrate commitment 
by involving the union and 
giving access to 
information. 
Drivers: 
• 	 Government policy. 
• 	 Realisation of need to 
develop relationships. 
in consultation but not fully 
developed and there is a 
plan to have staff charter. 
• Despite this policy they 
have not sat down and 
looked at self-assessment 
tool yet (unions asked for 
comments). 
• Away day with ACAS 
(unions involved. 
approach. 
• 	 Management 
culture 
(management's 
perception of 
trade unions). 
• 	 Individual 
personalities. 
• 	 Scepticism / 
misunderstandi 
ng. 
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